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FY98 FUNDING AND LANGUAGE TRACK
FOR
BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAMS
Prepared By The
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization
Office of External Affairs

General Information

This funding and language track is arranged by subject and presented in the following order:

* House and Senate Committee Language

* House and Senate Committee Report Language

* House/Senate Conference Language
Bill language istalicized. The bills accompanying the conference reports were signed by the president to become the public law
and are considered statutory
All dollar amounts are in millions.
Conference language is final; however, committee report language remains in effect unless issues are specifically aderessed in
conference report.



BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING

8.558

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
3,712.959 2,589.014 3,791.129 3,791.129 3,552(314 3,552.314 3,67
House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
Page 18 Page 30

SEC. 104. DEFENSE-WIDE ACTIVITIES.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1998
Defense-wide procurement in the amount of $1,836,989,000.

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1998

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

for Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1998
the use of the Department of Defense for research, development, test,

evaluation as follows:
(1) For the Army, $4,750,462,000.

for (2) For the Navy, $7,812,972,000.

the use of the Department of Defense for research, development, test, and

evaluation as follows:

(1) For the Army, $4,752,913,000.
(2) For the Navy, $7,946,996,000.
(3) For the Air Force, $14,659,736,000.
(4) For Defense-wide activities, $9,914,080,000, of which--

(A) $279,683,000 is authorized for the activities of the
Director, Test and Evaluation; and

(B) $23,384,000 is authorized for the Director of Operational
Test and Evaluation.

(3) For the Air Force, $14,302,264,000.
(4) For Defense-wide activities, $10,072,347,000, of which--

(A) $268,183,000 is authorized for the activities of the
Director, Test and Evaluation; and

(B) $31,384,000 is authorized for the Director of Operational
Test and Evaluation.

for
and




BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 34 & 35

SEC. 231. BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS REQUESTED
PROCUREMENT FOR BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

Bill Language
Page 49

@& C. 222. REVERSAL OF DECISION TO TRANSFER PROCUREMEN]
FUNDS FROM THE BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION.

(a) Requirement for Inclusion in Budget of BMDO“(].) Chapter 9 of title (a) Transfers Required_--The Secretary of Defense shall--

10, United States Code, is amended by inserting after section 222 the
following new section:

(1) transfer to appropriations available to the Ballistic Missile Defe
Organization for procurement for fiscal year 1998 the amounts that were

"Sec. 224. Ballistic missile defense programs: amounts for procurementiransferred to accounts of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps

"(a) Requirement.--Any amount in the budget submitted to Congress
under section 1105 of title 31 for any fiscal year for procurement for the
National Missile Defense program or for any system that is part of the cd

pursuant to Program Budget Decision 224C3, signed by the Under Secrg
of Defense (Comptroller) on December 23, 1996; and

re (2) ensure that, in the future-years defense program, the procuren

theater missile defense program shall be set forth under the account of thginding covered by that program budget decision is programmed for

Department of Defense for Defense-wide procurement and, within that
account, under the subaccount (or other budget activity level) for the Ba
Missile Defense Organization.

"(b) Core Theater Ballistic Missile Defense Program.--For purposes ¢
this section, the core theater missile defense program consists of the sy4
specified in section 234 of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1995 (10
U.S.C. 2431 note).".

‘appropriations accounts of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization rat
lighign appropriations accounts of the Armed Forces.

(b) Relationship to Other Transfer Authority.--The transfer authority
fprovided in subsection (a) is in addition to the transfer authority provided
8Btdion 1001.
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 34 & 35

(b) Clerical Amendment.--The table of sections at the beginning of such
chapter is amended by inserting after the item relating to section 222 the

following new item:

"224. Ballistic missile defense programs: amounts for procurement.".




BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 228

The budget request contained $2,589.1 million for research, developr]
test, and evaluation (RDT&E), procurement, and military construction of
ballistic missile defense (BMD) systems within the Ballistic Missile Defen
Organization (BMDO). The committee recommends changes to the requ
summarized below:

[In millions of dollars]

Support technologies(PE63173C) $25.0
Navy Theater Wide (PE63868C) 150.0
Navy Area Theater (PE64867C) 22.0
THAAD (PE64861C). 45.0
National Missile Defense (PE63871C) 474.0
Cooperative Programs (PE63XXXC) 123.1
Joint Theater Missile Defense (PE63872C) (18.7)
UAV BPI (PE63870C) (12.9)
Theater Missile Defense procurement 384.6

Page 258

Section 231--Budgetary Treatment of Amount Requested for Procurement for

Ballistic Missile Defense Programs

The budget request incorporated a major change in funding policy for

Report Lanqguage
Page 190

nedallistic Missile Defense Organization funding

5e  The fiscal year 1998 budget request included approximately $2.6 billig
ethasallistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO), including funds for
research, development, test, and evaluation (RDT&E), and military
construction. The budget request also included $386.4 million in procure
funds formerly managed by BMDO that were transferred to the military
services. As addressed elsewhere in this report, the committee recomme
that these procurement funds be transferred back to BMDO. Consistent
this recommendation, the committee will address these fiscal year 1998
procurement funds as part of the budget request for BMDO.

The committee's recommended funding allocations for BMDO in fiscal
1998 are summarized in the following table. Additional programmatic an
funding guidance are also provided below.

BMD

n for

ment

nds

with

year

programs by transferring all procurement for TMD programs from the




BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258

centralized BMD account to the separate service procurement accounts.
committee is convinced that the Department, through this action, has pla
its professed highest priority missile defense initiatives at risk by forcing {
to compete with underfunded modernization programs of higher priority f
each individual service. Additionally, in transferring fiscal year 1998 TMDO
procurement funding to the services, the Department did not issue any s
guidance that outyear funding for these programs was to be sustained o
TMD programs were to be considered as a service priority. Without such
guidance, the committee believes that TMD procurement would suffer thg
same fate as other service modernization programs which continue to be
restructured and have their schedules stretched due to funding shortfallg
Finally, despite testimony from the Department on the importance of TMI
programs, the committee is disappointed to note that funding for all TMDO
programs is significantly reduced from the levels provided in fiscal year 1
The committee is opposed to the proposed change in the TMD fundin
policy. This provision would direct the Secretary of Defense to transfer &
fiscal year 1998 TMD program procurement funds back to the BMD
procurement account. The provision would also require that all National
Missile Defense program procurement funds be included in the BMDO
procurement account. The committee considers procurement and fieldin
TMD systems to be a priority congressional interest item and directs the

Report Lanqguage
Page 128

Beetion 222. Reversal of decision to transfer procurement funds from the
iIced Ballistic Missile Defense Organization.
hem
or On December 23, 1996, Program Budget Decision 224C3, signed by
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), transferred all procurement fy
béaifizallistic missile defense programs from the Ballistic Missile Defense
Baganization (BMDO) to the military services. The committee strongly
opposes this decision and recommends a provision that would reverse it
The committee has concluded that, for purposes of continuity and
management coherence, BMDO should continue to manage the progran
. procurement funds in cases where BMDO already manages the progran

D

dating back to the creation of the Strategic Defense Initiative Organizatig
9%e committee is concerned that transferring procurement funds from Bl
j to the military services will force unhealthy and unnecessary tension betv
Ilmissile defense programs and already under funded service modernizati
programs. This tension will be particularly acute in the years beyond the
Future Years Defense Program when the services would be required to
identify and dedicate the needed ballistic missile defense procurement fu
y fwbm within service accounts that are likely to be under funded.

the
nds

N

Dresearch, development, test, and evaluation funds. This is a basic principle

n
VD
veen
on

nds

Secretary to retain procurement for these programs within BMDO.




BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage

Page 190
BMDO FUNDING ALLOCATION
[In millions of dollars]
Program Request Change Recommendation
Support Technology 2495 +188.4 437.9
THAAD /3/ 560.7 202.7 358.0
TMD-BM/C3 /1 20.2 20.2
Navy Lower Tier /2/ 283.3 e 83.3
Navy Upper Tier 194.9 +80.0 274.9
MEADS 48.0 48.0
BPI 12.9 +5.0 17.9
NMD /3/ 504.6 +474.0 978.6
Joint TMD /3 544.6 +34.0 578.6
PAC-3/2/ 556.8 556.8
BMDO total 2,975.5 +578.7 3,554.2

/1/ Procurement only.
/2/ Procurement and RDT&E.
/3/ RDT&E and Military Construction.




BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 19

SEC. 104. DEFENSE-WIDE ACTIVITIES.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1
for Defense-wide procurement in the amount of $2,057,150,000.

Page 28
SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1
for the use of the Department of Defense for research, development, teg
evaluation as follows:

(1) For the Army, $4,633,495,000.

(2) For the Navy, $7,774,877,000.

(3) For the Air Force, $14,338,934,000.

(4) For Defense-wide activities, $9,831,646,000, of which--

(A) $258,183,000 is authorized for the activities of the Director,
Test and Evaluation; and

(B) $27,384,000 is authorized for the Director of Operational Tes
and Evaluation.

Report Lanqguage

D98

D98
t, and

No report language exists on Sec. 104.

No report language exists on Sec. 201




BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 36-37

SEC. 232. BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS FOR
PROCUREMENT FOR BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

(a) Requirement for Inclusion in Budget of BMDO.--(1) Chapter ¢
title 10, United States Code, is amended by inserting after section 222 tH
following new section:

"Sec. 224. Ballistic missile defense programs: display of amount
procurement

"(a) Requirement.--Any amount in the budget submitted to Cong
under section 1105 of title 31 for any fiscal year for procurement for a
Department of Defense missile defense program described in subsectior
shall be set forth under the account of the Department of Defense for
Defense-wide procurement and, within that account, under the subaccoy
other budget activity level) for the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization

"(b) Covered Programs.--Subsection (a) applies to the following
missile defense programs of the Department of Defense:

"(1) The National Missile Defense program.

"(2) Any system that is part of the core theater missile defense
program.

Report Lanqguage
Page 671

Budgetary treatment of amounts for procurement for ballistic missile defe
programs (sec. 232)

of The House bill contained a provision (sec. 231) that would requir
euture budget requests for procurement of the National Missile Defense
program and for core theater missile defense programs to be within the
accounts of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) rather the
stloe accounts of the military services.

The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 226) that wq
redisect the Secretary of Defense to transfer ballistic missile defense progr
procurement funds previously managed by the Ballistic Missile Defense
(Mdganization from military service accounts back to their original BMDO

procurement accounts.
nt (or
The Senate recedes with an amendment that combines the Hou
the Senate provisions.
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

Page 36-37

"(3) Any other ballistic missile defense program that enters
production after the date of the enactment of this section and for which
research, development, test, and evaluation was carried out by the Balli
Missile Defense Organization.

"(c) Core Theater Ballistic Missile Defense Program.--For purpos

of this section, the core theater missile defense program consists of the
systems specified in section 234 of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1
(10 U.S.C. 2431 note).".

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of such chapter is ame

by inserting after the item relating to section 222 the following new item:

"224. Ballistic missile defense programs: display of amounts for
procurement.".

(b) Fiscal Year 1998 Funds.--(1) The Secretary of Defense shall
transfer to appropriations available to the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization for procurement for fiscal year 1998 any amounts that are
appropriated for procurement for that fiscal year for any of the Armed Fo
by reason of the transference of certain programs to accounts of the Arn
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps pursuant to Program Budget Decisio
224C3, signed by the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) on Dece
23, 1996.

(2) Any transfer pursuant to paragraph (1) shall not be counted f
purposes of section 1001.

Report Lanqguage

Page 655
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization funding

stic The budget request included approximately $2.6 billion for the
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) for research, developmen
test, and evaluation (RDT&E). The budget request also included $386.4

emiillion in procurement funds formerly managed by BMDO that were

0@bnferees have agreed to include a legislative provision requiring that th
procurement funds be transferred back to BMDO. In addition, the conferg
have agreed to specifically authorize these procurement funds in their or

nB&DO program elements. Consistent with these changes, the following
direction addresses these fiscal year 1998 procurement funds as part of
budget request for BMDO. Funding direction regarding BMDO military
construction is located elsewhere in this report. Specific programmatic ai
funding guidance is provided below.

rces
y7

X
rmber

transferred to the military services. As addressed elsewhere in this report, the
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 249

SEC. 1003. AUTHORITY FOR OBLIGATION OF UNAUTHORIZED FIS(
YEAR 1997 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) Authority.--The amounts described in subsection (b) may be
obligated and expended for programs, projects, and activities of the
Department of Defense in accordance with fiscal year 1997 defense
appropriations.

(b) Covered Amounts.--The amounts referred to in subsection (&
the amounts provided for programs, projects, and activities of the Depar
of Defense in fiscal year 1997 defense appropriations that are in excess

amounts provided for such programs, projects, and activities in fiscal year

1997 defense authorizations.
(c) Definitions.--For the purposes of this section:

(1) Fiscal year 1997 defense appropriations.--The term "fiscal yg
1997 defense appropriations” means amounts appropriated or otherwise
made available to the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1997 in the
Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 1997 (as contained in sectio
101(b) of Public Law 104-208).

Report Lanqguage
Page 791

LAduthority for obligation of unauthorized fiscal year 1997 defense
appropriations (sec. 1003)

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 1003) that would auth

fiscal year 1997 programs that received appropriations but no authorizat
Senate amendment contained a similar provision (sec. 1002).
The Senate recedes.

are
ment
of the

ar

ar

(2) Fiscal year 1997 defense authorizations.--The term "fiscal ye
1997 defense authorizations" means amounts authorized to be appropri

for the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1997 in the National Defense

Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public Law 104-201).

orize
on.

Fed
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage

Page 655
BMDO FUNDING ALLOCATION
[In millions of dollars]
Program Budget SASC HNSC  Conf Total
Element _Req Change Change Change Auth
RDT&E
Support Technology 249.5 +188.4 + 35.0 +171.0 4205
THAAD 1 556.1 -202.7 + 45.0 -150.0 406.1
Navy Lower Tier 267.8 ~  +220 +220 2898
Navy Upper Tier 1949  + 80.0 +150.0 +150.0 344.9
MEADS 48.0 - - - 48.0
BPI 129 + 50 - 128 + 35 164
NMD 504.1 +474.0 +474.0 +474.0 978.1
Joint TMD 542.6 + 34.0 -18.72 + 39.0 581.6
PAC-3 EMD 206.1 -- - 206.1
Cooperative BMD - +123.1 -
Procurement
TMD-BMC3 20.1 -- - -- 20.1
Navy Lower Tier 15.4 - - - 154
PAC-3 349.1 -- -- -- 349.1
BMDO Total 2,966.6 +578.7 +817.5 +709.5 3,676.1

/1/ Following submission of the budget request, the Department of Defense submitte
revised fiscal year 1998 budget request for THAAD of $353.4 million for Dem/Val and no fundg
EMD.

da
for

/2] Transfer to Cooperative BMD.

13



BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

FY97 FY98 Budget HAC House SAC Senate Appropriations
Appropriations Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
3,633.848 2,589.014 3,690.729 3,690.729 3,618(314 3,618.314 3,712.358
House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
Page 32 & 33 Page 33

Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide

For expenses of activities and agencies of the Department of Defensg
(other than the military departments), necessary for basic and applied
scientific research, development, test and evaluation; advanced researc
projects as may be designated and determined by the Secretary of Defe
pursuant to law; maintenance, rehabilitation, lease, and operation of
facilities and equipment; $9,494,337,000, to remain available for obligati
until September 30, 199@rovided, That not less than $444,898,000 of th
funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available only for thg
Sea-Based Wide Area Defense (Navy Upper-Tier) progrBrovided
further, That funds appropriated for the Dual-Use Applications Program
under section 5803 of the Treasury, Postal Service, and General Govern
Appropriations Act, 1997 (Public Law 104-208), shall remain available fo
obligation until September 30, 1998.

Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation, Defense-Wide

For expenses of activities and agencies of the Department of Defeng
(other than the military departments), necessary for basic and applied
hscientific research, development, test and evaluation; advanced researc
npepjects as may be designated and determined by the Secretary of Defe
pursuant to law; maintenance, rehabilitation, lease, and operation of
ofacilities and equipment; $9,608,689,000, to remain available for obligati
e until September 30, 1999.

Page 55

mengec. 8027. No more than $500,000 of the funds appropriated or mad

I available in this Act shall be used during a single fiscal year for any sing
relocation of an organization, unit, activity or function of the Department
Defense into or within the National Capital Region: Provided, That the
Secretary of Defense may waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis
certifying in writing to the congressional defense committees that such a
relocation is required in the best interest of the Government

by

14



BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language
Page 86-87

Sec. 8079. The Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) shall subm
the congressional defense committees by February 1, 1998 a detailed r¢
identifying, by amount and by separate budget activity, activity group,
subactivity group, line item, program element, program, project, subproje
and activity, any activity for which the fiscal year 1999 budget request w
reduced because Congress appropriated funds above the President's bu
request for that specific activity for fiscal year 1998.

Page 95

Sec. 8100. None of the funds appropriated in title 1V of this Act may e

used to procure end-items for delivery to military forces for operational
training, operational use or inventory requirements: Provided, That this

restriction does not apply to end-items used in development and test activities

preceding and leading to acceptance for operational use: Provided furthg
That this restriction does not apply to programs funded within the Nation
Foreign Intelligence Program: Provided further, That the Secretary of
Defense may waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis by certifying
writing to the Committees on Appropriations of the House of Represental
and the Senate that it is in the national security interest to do so.

Bill Language
Page 75

it to Sec. 8064. Of the funds provided in Department of Defense Appropri
pActs, the following funds are hereby rescinded from the following accour
the specified amounts:

eCt,

as "Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide,
db@97/1998", $29,700,000

2r,

Al

n
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ations
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 8

Missile defense: The Committee recommends total funding of
$3,673,659,000, a net increase of $707,115,000, for the Ballistic Missile
Defense Organization. The Committee bill includes a total of $978,090,0
($474,000,000 over the budget request) for national missile defense and
$2,695,568,000 (a net increase of $233,115,000 over the budget reques
theater systems. The Committee has fully funded the budget request for
joint U.S.-Israel ARROW missile defense program, and has added
$41,500,000 over the budget request for the joint U.S.-Israel "Nautilus"
Tactical High-Energy Laser program. The Committee has also fully fundg
the Air Force's Airborne Laser program at the requested amount
($157,136,000).

Page 20

The Committee recommends $45,515,962,000 in new obligational
authority for Procurement, an increase of $3,930,784,000 over the fiscal
1998 budget request. Major programs funded in the bill include:

...$384,600,000 for Ballistic Missile Defense

Report Lanqguage
Page 5

REVISED ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS

DO The following table reflects the reestimation of inflation undertaken by
Office of Management and Budget in June. The Committee recommends
)ieductions to the specific appropriations identified in the table in those
treemounts, for a total of -$697,000,000. The Committee expects the Depa
to distribute these reductions against each program and activity in each
account reduced on the basis of these revised economic assumptions.
2d

Procurement, defense-wide-...........coeevvveeevnieeinnnnn. -12,000

Title IV--Research, development, test and evaluation:
Research, development, test, and evaluation:

Defense-wide..........coooveiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeenn, -49,000

Page 124-125
year

Ballistic Missile Defense Organization [BMDO].--The Committee has
provided $3,226,644,000 for research, development, test, and evaluation
[RDT&E] efforts on national and theater ballistic missile defense systems
technologies. This appropriation represents an overall increase of
$644,700,000 to the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization [BMDO] RDT
budget request. The Committee has also approved the budget request a

the

[tment

and

&E
mount
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 21

The Committee recommends $36,704,924,000 in new obligational auth@witprocurement of missile defense systems, $386,400,000, in the resped

for Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, an increase of $770,43
from the fiscal year 1998 budget request. Major programs funded in the |
include the following:

...$3,289,059,000 for Ballistic Missile Defense

Page 89

The Army requested $349,109,000 for Patriot. The Committee
recommends transferring this amount to the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization in the "Procurement, Defense-Wide" appropriation, as prop
in the House-passed Defense Authorization bill.

Page 111

The Navy requested $196,492,000 for Standard Missile. The Commit
recommends $181,092,000, a decrease of $15,400,000. The funds for th
Navy Lower Tier program have been transferred to the Ballistic Missile
Defense Organization, in the "Procurement, Defense-Wide" appropriatio
proposed in the House-passed Defense Authorization bill.

Report Lanqguage
Page 124-125

331@ry service procurement accounts. Thus, the total appropriation for

vibhallistic missile defense programs in this bill is $3,613,044,000, consiste
with the Senate-reported bill authorizing DOD programs for fiscal year 14
The Committee has made a number of adjustments to individual RDT&H
accounts.

1998 Budget Committee Change from
Item Estimate Recomm Budget Est.
Support Technologies—Applied Research 101,932 115,932 +14,000
Wide bandgap electronic +14,000 +14,000
Support Technologies—Advanced Tech 147,557 351,957 +204,400
Advanced Intercept Tech +40,000 +40,000
losefpace Based Laser +118,000 +118,000
Midcourse space experiment +6,400 +6,400
APEX Program +10,000 +10,000
Russian American Observational +15,000 +15,000
Satellites (RAMOS)
Photo Conduction on active pixel +5,000 +5,000
Sensor Technolgy
t Scorpius +10,000 +10,000
eﬁmater high-altitude area defense system 294,647 353,427 +58,780
€ Dem/val
Navy Theater wide Missile Defense Dem/Val 194,898 274,898 +80,000
H st Phase Intercept Theater Missile: 12,885 17,885 +5,000
efense Acquisition—Dem/Val
National Missile Defense—Dem/Val 504,091 978,091 +474,000

tive

nt
hO8.
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 149

The Department requested no funds in Procurement, Defense-wide fo
Patriot PAC-3, Navy Lower Tier and Battle Management and Control. Th
Committee recommends that funds provided for these programs in other
Service accounts be transferred to BMDO, as proposed in the House-pas
Defense Authorization bill.

Page 220-221

The Department requested $2,581,944,000 for Ballistic Missile Defen
the Research, Development, Test and Evaluation title of the bill. The
Committee recommends $3,289,059,000 for the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization's (BMDO) research and development programs, an increas
$707,115,000. The Committee recommends specific changes in Ballistic
Missile Defense Organization programs as detailed in the table below.

Report Lanqguage
Page 124-125

I Joint Theater Missile Defense—Dem/Val 542,619 612,619 +70,000
Extended Air Defesne Test Bed (EADTB) +9,600 +9,600
€ Advanced Research Center +7,000 +7,000
ARROW +15,000 +15,000
sedKauai Test Facility (KTF) +5,000 +5,000
Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) - -
Upgrades for Theater Missile Defense +33,400 +33,400
Theater High Altitude Area Defense System 261,480 - -261,480
Page 148
se in

Budget Committee  Change from
Iltem Request Recomm Request.

National Missile Defense 504,091 978,091 +474,000
Navy Upper Tier 194,898 444,898 +250,000
MEADS/Corps SAM 47,956 47,956
Boost Phase Intercept 12,885 0 -12,885
Theater High Altitude Area Defense

Dem/Val 294,647 238,647 -56,000
Theater High Altitude Area Defense

EMD 261,480 261,480
AIT +30,000
Navy Lower Tier EMD 267,822 289,822 +22,000

Sec. 8027. Relocation to the National Capital region.--Retains a provi
and makes a modification requested by the administration.
e of

Page 150

Sec. 8064. Rescissions.--The Committee recommends a general pro
rescinding funds from three programs as displayed below.

Fiscal year 1997

Research, development, test, and evaluation, Defense-wide/

follow-on TMD--airborne sensors for ballistic missile
tracking

9,700,00

sion

ision
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage

Page 252

Language has also been amended to change the amount of funds
earmarked for the Navy Upper Tier program.

Page 254

Section 8079 has been amended to require a specific date for the De
Department Comptroller to submit a report to the congressional defense
committees detailing programs whose budget request was reduced becal
Congress appropriated funds above the budget request in the previous fi
year.

Page 255

Section 8100 has been added which restricts the use of Research an
Development funding for the procurement of end-items.

ense

use
scal
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 15

Provided, That not less than $409,898,000 of the funds appropriated
this paragraph shall be made available only for the Sea-Based Wide Ar¢
Defense (Navy Upper-Tier) program:

Page 24

Sec. 8022. No more than $500,000 of the funds appropriated or mad
available in this Act shall be used during a single fiscal year for any sing
relocation of an organization, unit, activity or function of the Department
Defense into or within the National Capital Region: Provided, That the
Secretary of Defense may waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis
certifying in writing to the congressional defense committees that such a
relocation is required in the best interest of the Government.

Report Lanqguage

iNo language exists.
a

20




BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 28-29

Sec. 8041. The total amounts appropriated in titles I, 1ll, and 1V of th
Act are hereby reduced by $300,000,000 to reflect savings from the use
advisory and assistance services by the Department of Defense: Providé
That the savings shall be applied to the following titles in the following
amounts:

Title 11, Operation and Maintenance, $112,000,000;
Title 11, Procurement, $62,000,000; and
Title IV, Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, $126,000,
Provided further, That the savings specified shall be applied only to fun
budgeted to purchase advisory and assistance services: Provided furthe
That the savings shall be applied on a pro-rata basis to each program, p
and activity which included budget funds for advisory and assistance sef

Page 29

Sec. 8043. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the amou
provided in all appropriation accounts in titles 11l and 1V of this Act are

Report Lanqguage
Page 142

s The conferees included a general provision (Section 8043) which am
openate provision offsetting funds provided to meet flying hour shortfalls.

sconference agreement contains significant increases over the budget red
meet shortfalls in flying hour and spare parts funding, depot maintenanc
other readiness requirements of both the Active and Reserve component
Section 8043 provides offsets for these critical readiness programs throu
reductions, on a pro-rata basis, to each activity funded in titles 1l and 1V
pdbe conference agreement.

ds

r
roject
vices.

nts

reduced by 1.5 percent: Provided, That these reductions shall be applied on a

pro-rata basis to each line item, program element, program, project,
subproject, and activity within each appropriation account: Provided furtk
That not later than 60 days after the enactment of this Act, the
Undersecretary of Defense (Comptroller) shall submit a report to the
congressional defense committees listing the specific funding reductions
allocated to each category listed in the preceding proviso pursuant to thi
section.

er,

ends a
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 30

Sec. 8048. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the total
amount appropriated in title IV of this Act is hereby reduced by
$474,000,000: Provided, That each program element, program, project,
subproject, and activity funded in title IV of this Act shall be allocated a
rata share of any of the reductions made by this section: Provided furthe|
That not later than 60 days after the enactment of this Act, the
Undersecretary of Defense (Comptroller) shall submit a report to the
congressional defense committees listing the specific funding reductions
allocated to each category listed in the preceding proviso pursuant to thi
section.

Page 32

Sec. 8064. Of the funds provided in Department of Defense Appropri
Acts, the following funds are hereby rescinded from the following accourj
the specified amounts:

"Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, 1996/2000", $35,600,000;
"Other Procurement, Navy, 1996/1998", $3,300,000;

"Aircraft Procurement, Army, 1997/1999", $5,000,000;
"Procurement of Ammunition, Army, 1997/1999", $5,000,000;
"Other Procurement, Army, 1997/1999", $6,000,000;

"Other Procurement, Navy, 1997/1999", $2,200,000;

"Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 1997/1999", $24,000,000;

Report Lanqguage
Page 142

The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8048) whic
offsets funding provided for National Missile Defense (NMD). In title 1V, t
conference agreement includes an additional $474,000,000 over the

rBresident's request for NMD, responding to a request from the Secretary
r.Defense after significant shortfalls were discovered in programmed fundi
Section 8048 offsets the additional funds provided in the conference

agreement for NMD by a like reduction, on a pro-rata basis, to each actiy
funded in title IV.
5

Page 143-144

ation-ghe conferees included a general provision (Section 8064) which am

ts fjouse and Senate language recommending rescissions.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION,
DEFENSE-WIDE:
Conference

House Senate

Follow-on-TMD Airborne sensors for

ballistic missile tracking 0 -9,700.000 -4,000.000

le

of

ity
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 32

"Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Army, 1997/1998"
$6,000,000;

"Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy, 1997/1998'
$40,000,000;

"Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Air Force, 1997/19
$25,000,000;

"Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide,
1997/1998", $24,000,000.

Page 43

Sec. 8106. Notwithstanding any other provision in this Act, the total
amount appropriated in title 11l of this Act is hereby reduced by $75,000,
to reflect savings from repeal of section 2403 of title 10, United States C

Report Lanqguage
Page 143-144

The conferees have rescinded a portion of the fiscal year 1997 funds
provided for the Airborne Sensors for Ballistic Missile Tracking project. T
, conferees direct that the first priority for the remaining funds shall be to

accomplish any valid technology transfer to Airborne Laser (ABL) progra
98",

Page 144-145

The conferees included a general provision (Section 8106) which am
pdpuse language concerning savings from changes to law proposed by t
bhiouse National Security Committee and the Senate Armed Services
Committees on warranties in contracts for the acquisition of defense wes
systems. The conferees agree to a reduction of $75,000,000 rather thar
$50,000,000 as proposed by the House.

he
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 44

Report Lanqguage
Page 145

Sec. 8114. None of the funds appropriated in title IV of this Act may be The conferees included a general provision (Section 8114) which am

used to procure end-items for delivery to military forces for operational

training, operational use or inventory requirements: Provided, That this

restriction does not apply to end-items used in development, prototyping
test activities preceding and leading to acceptance for operational use:

Provided further, That this restriction does not apply to programs funded
within the National Foreign Intelligence Program: Provided further, That
Secretary of Defense may waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis
certifying in writing to the Committees on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives and the Senate that it is in the national security interest
So.

Page 47

Sec. 8127. Of the funds provided in title 11l of the Department of Defgnse

Appropriations Act, 1996 (Public Law 104-61), $62,000,000 are rescinde
and of the funds provided in title IV of the Department of Defense

Appropriations Act, 1997 (as contained in section 101(b) of Public Law 1
208), $38,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That such rescissions shall 1
made before July 1, 1998: Provided further, That not later than June 1, 1
the Undersecretary of Defense (Comptroller) shall submit a report to the
congressional defense committees listing the specific programs, projects
activities proposed for rescission subject to the provisions of this section

House language restricting the use of Research and Development fundin
the procurement of end-items.
,and

he
by

to do

Page 145

n
drescinds $100,000,000 from funds appropriated in previous Defense

Department Appropriations Acts which are expected to expire at the end
Oﬁ§cal year 1998.

not be
998,

and

The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8127) which

ends
g for
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION FUNDING (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

Report Lanqguage

Page 131

EXPLANATION OF PROJECT LEVEL ADJUSTMENTS

[In thousands of dollars]

Budget House Senate  Conference

Support Tech — Applied Research

Wide bandgap electronic +10.000 +14.000 +12.000

AIT +30.000 - e
Support Tech—Adv Tech Devel

AIT +40.000 +30.000

SBL +118.000 +98.000

Midcourse Space Experiment +6.400 +5.000

APEX Program +10.000 +8.000

RAMOS +15.000 +13.000

Photo Conduction on Active +5.000 +5.000

Pixel Sensor Tech

Scorpius +10.000 +5.000
Joint Theater Missile Defense

Extended Air Defense Testbed +9.600 +7.800

Advanced Research Center (ARC) +7.000 +7.000

ARROW +15.000 +12.000

Kauai Test Facility +5.000 +5.000

Upgrades for TMD (PMRF) +33.400 +31.000
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OVERALL THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
2,461.301 1,834.894 2,528.009 2,528.009 2,135(794 2,135.794 2,2
House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
Page 36 & 37

SEC. 233. DEPLOYMENT DATES FOR CORE THEATER MISSILE
DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

(a) Change in Deployment Dates.--Section 234(a) of the Ballistic Mig

Defense Act of 1995 (subtitle C of title 1l of Public Law 104-106; 110 Staf.

229; 10 U.S.C. 2431 note) is amended--

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by striking out ", to be
carried out so as to achieve the specified capabilities";

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking out ", with a first unit equipped (FU
during fiscal year 1998";

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) system"
and all that follows through "fiscal year 1999" and inserting in lieu thereof

"Navy Area Defense system”;

(4) in paragraph (3)--

sile

E)

3_

No language exists.
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OVERALL THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 36 &37

(A) by striking out "with a" and inserting in lieu thereof "to be
carried out so as to achieve a"; and

(B) by striking out "fiscal year 1998" and "fiscal year 2000" and
inserting in lieu thereof "fiscal year 2000" and "fiscal year 2004",
respectively; and

(5) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier (Theater Wig
system, with" and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Theater Wide system, tq
carried out so as to achieve".

(b) Conforming Amendments for Program Element Name Changes.
Section 251(a) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1996 (Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 233; 10 U.S.C. 221 note) is amend

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) syster
and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Area Defense system"; and

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier (Theater Wid
system” and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Theater Wide system".

e)
be

ed--

3_

e)
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OVERALL THEATER MIS

SILE DEFENSE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 34 &35

SEC. 231. BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS REQUESTED
PROCUREMENT FOR BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

Bill Language
Page 49

@& C. 222. REVERSAL OF DECISION TO TRANSFER PROCUREMEN]
FUNDS FROM THE BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION.

(a) Requirement for Inclusion in Budget of BMDO“(].) Chapter 9 of title (a) Transfers Required_--The Secretary of Defense shall--

10, United States Code, is amended by inserting after section 222 the
following new section:

(1) transfer to appropriations available to the Ballistic Missile Defe
Organization for procurement for fiscal year 1998 the amounts that were

"Sec. 224. Ballistic missile defense programs: amounts for procurementiransferred to accounts of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps

"(a) Requirement.--Any amount in the budget submitted to Congress
under section 1105 of title 31 for any fiscal year for procurement for the
National Missile Defense program or for any system that is part of the cd

pursuant to Program Budget Decision 224C3, signed by the Under Secrg
of Defense (Comptroller) on December 23, 1996; and

re (2) ensure that, in the future-years defense program, the procuren

theater missile defense program shall be set forth under the account of thginding covered by that program budget decision is programmed for

Department of Defense for Defense-wide procurement and, within that
account, under the subaccount (or other budget activity level) for the Ba
Missile Defense Organization.

"(b) Core Theater Ballistic Missile Defense Program.--For purposes ¢
this section, the core theater missile defense program consists of the sy4
specified in section 234 of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1995 (10
U.S.C. 2431 note).".

‘appropriations accounts of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization rat
lighign appropriations accounts of the Armed Forces.

(b) Relationship to Other Transfer Authority.--The transfer authority
fprovided in subsection (a) is in addition to the transfer authority provided
8Btdion 1001.
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OVERALL THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 34 & 35

(b) Clerical Amendment.--The table of sections at the beginning of such
chapter is amended by inserting after the item relating to section 222 the

following new item:

"224. Ballistic missile defense programs: amounts for procurement.".
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OVERALL THEATER MIS

SILE DEFENSE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258

Section 231--Budgetary Treatment of Amount Requested for Procurementdeiction 222. Reversal of decision to transfer procurement funds from the

Ballistic Missile Defense Programs
The budget request incorporated a major change in funding policy for
BMD programs by transferring all procurement for TMD programs from t
centralized BMD account to the separate service procurement accounts.
committee is convinced that the Department, through this action, has pla
its professed highest priority missile defense initiatives at risk by forcing {
to compete with underfunded modernization programs of higher priority f
each individual service. Additionally, in transferring fiscal year 1998 TMDO
procurement funding to the services, the Department did not issue any s
guidance that outyear funding for these programs was to be sustained o
TMD programs were to be considered as a service priority. Without such
guidance, the committee believes that TMD procurement would suffer thg
same fate as other service modernization programs which continue to be
restructured and have their schedules stretched due to funding shortfallg
Finally, despite testimony from the Department on the importance of TMI
programs, the committee is disappointed to note that funding for all TMDO
programs is significantly reduced from the levels provided in fiscal year 1
The committee is opposed to the proposed change in the TMD fundin
policy. This provision would direct the Secretary of Defense to transfer &
fiscal year 1998 TMD program procurement funds back to the BMD
procurement account. The provision would also require that all National
Missile Defense program procurement funds be included in the BMDO
procurement account. The committee considers procurement and fieldin
TMD systems to be a priority congressional interest item and directs the

Report Lanqguage
Page 128

Ballistic Missile Defense Organization.
On December 23, 1996, Program Budget Decision 224C3, signed by
&Jnder Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), transferred all procurement fu
fdtevallistic missile defense programs from the Ballistic Missile Defense
Icefganization (BMDO) to the military services. The committee strongly
hgpposes this decision and recommends a provision that would reverse it
O The committee has concluded that, for purposes of continuity and
management coherence, BMDO should continue to manage the progran
begtitturement funds in cases where BMDO already manages the progran

dating back to the creation of the Strategic Defense Initiative Organizatig
? The committee is concerned that transferring procurement funds from B
to the military services will force unhealthy and unnecessary tension betv
- missile defense programs and already under funded service modernizati
D programs. This tension will be particularly acute in the years beyond the
Future Years Defense Program when the services would be required to
9Riéntify and dedicate the needed ballistic missile defense procurement fy

J from within service accounts that are likely to be under funded.
Il

y of

Raearch, development, test, and evaluation funds. This is a basic principle

the
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Secretary to retain procurement for these programs within BMDO.
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House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258-260

Sec. 233. Deployment Dates For Core Theater Missile Defense Program

The committee is disappointed by the Administration's lack of commit
to the timely deployment of theater missile defenses. While the
Administration concedes that theater ballistic missiles constitute a clear
present danger to U.S. forces deployed abroad, Congressional efforts on
of the rapid development and deployment of TMD systems to meet this t
have been slowed by both Administration action and inaction.

In the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public
Law 104-106), Congress established first unit equipped (FUE) dates of fi
year 2000 for Theater High Altitude Area Defense system (THAAD), fiscg
year 2001 for the Navy Theater Wide system, fiscal year 1998 for Patriot
Advanced Capability Configuration 3 (PAC-3), and fiscal year 1999 for th
Navy Area Defense system. These dates were based on Congressional 4
for the early deployment of a TMD capability, but they were also based o
assumption of aggressive and streamlined management as well as robu
funding. However, within weeks of the dates being approved by Congre
and signed into law by the President, the Administration took budgetary
programmatic actions that had the effect of delaying each of these progr,
and their deployment dates. Compared to the legally directed dates, the
Administration's plan delayed the THAAD deployment date by six years,
Navy Theater Wide system date by at least four years, PAC-3 by one yed
the Navy Area Defense system by two years.

In presenting the fiscal year 1998 funding request earlier this year, the

Department asserted that all TMD programs had been accelerated. Yet

Report Lanqguage
Page 4

s. ...Finally, the committee sought to accelerate the development and
neeployment of theater missile defense systems and to provide adequate
funding for a national missile defense system to preserve the option to d
arsdich a system in fiscal year 2003. This bill also supports expeditious
lEbyment of land and sea-based theater missile defense systems to pi
nrdag®. and allied forces against the growing threat of cruise and ballistic
missiles.

scal

e
upport
n the
5t

5S

and
ams

the
ir, and

1)

n the

eploy

otect

case of each of these TMD systems, the fiscal year 1998 request is lowe
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OVERALL THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258-260

the amount Congress appropriated for fiscal year 1997. Despite the
requirements of Public Law 106-104, the Administration target FUE date
PAC-3 and Navy Area Defense remained fiscal year 1999 and 2001,
respectively, the dates the Administration unilaterally established in 1996
contrary to the law. As noted elsewhere in this report, the Department ha
not reviewed the Navy Theater Wide program to determine if acceleratin
program from its currently anticipated deployment date of 2008 is feasibl
And while Department of Defense announced in January that the THAAL
FUE would be accelerated to 2004, the program's FUE was immediately
slipped back to 2006 following a test failure.

The committee continues to believe that a THAAD user operational
evaluation system (UOES) can and should be deployed by fiscal year 20
FUE achieved by fiscal year 2004 at an acceptable risk given the high-vg
payoff associated with deployment of an operational THAAD capability. T|
committee also understands that BMDO is considering steps that could
provide a more robust THAAD UOES capability, thus providing greater
capability in the field at an earlier date, and strongly supports any such
initiatives. Accordingly, this provision would require the Secretary of Defg
to structure the THAAD program to achieve a THAAD UOES capability b
fiscal year 2000 and FUE by fiscal year 2004.

The committee reiterates its concern that the Department still has not
defined the Navy Theater Wide program nor established a program sche
The committee finds this lack of focus and commitment unacceptable an
elsewhere in this report has directed the Secretary of Defense to report t
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OVERALL THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258-260

Congressional defense committees on the earliest feasible Navy Theater
deployment date. The committee reminds the Secretary of Defense of his
obligation under current law and urges that the Navy Theater Wide prog
be structured to come as close as possible to achieving a UOES capabili
fiscal year 1999 and FUE in fiscal year 2001.

Congressional funding increases have helped to accelerate the Navy
Defense system into engineering and manufacturing development and th
PAC-3 program into procurement. The committee also notes the budget
request does not propose to slip the deployment dates of these two systg
further into the future. Given both programs' advanced state of developm
and the increasing likelihood that the currently programmed deployment
will be met, this section would also repeal the dates specified in section 2
the Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public Law 104-106
PAC-3 and the Navy Area Defense System.

The committee remains committed to fielding effective TMD systems g
earliest feasible date and once again urges the Administration to suppor
funding and aggressive goal-oriented management for all of these critica
systems.
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Theater missile defense demarcation

The committee notes that the presidents of the United States and Rug
the recent Helsinki summit, signed a joint statement concerning the 197
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty and the relationship of TMD systems {
that treaty. The joint statement outlined the agreement reached last yeat|
between both sides at the Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) reg
lower-velocity TMD systems, which Russia refused to sign, and establish
parameters to be used as the basis for further negotiations on higher-vel
TMD systems.

The committee is concerned with several elements of the joint Helsink]
statement. First, it establishes limitations on TMD systems in the context
the ABM Treaty. The ABM Treaty, which prohibits a defense of U.S. nati
territory against strategic ballistic missiles, was never intended to apply t
theater missile defense systems.

Second, the Administration asserts that it has sought to negotiate an
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agreement with Russia that would "clarify" the distinction between permifted

and prohibited missile defense capabilities. The agreement fails to achie

ve this

clarification.

The committee continues to accept the "demonstrated standard" identified
in section 325 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996

(Public Law 104-106), which makes no reference to interceptor speeds.
Specifically, this provision established the principle that TMD interceptor
could not be tested against a ballistic missile traveling farther than 3,500
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kilometers or with a velocity greater than five kilometers per second.
Interceptors tested against ballistic targets exceeding these parameters
be considered ABM-capable. This "demonstrated standard" was the only
criterion supported by Congress for judging whether TMD interceptors wg
captured by the ABM Treaty.

The U.S.-Russian Helsinki agreement would establish the "demonstra|
standard" as the sole measure of treaty compliance for lower-velocity TM
systems, those with speeds of three kilometers a second or less. Howeve
agreement was reached on higher-velocity TMD systems. While the
Administration has issued public assurances that no U.S. TMD systems
under development will be restricted by the Helsinki agreement, it has al
committed to negotiate with Russia on the higher-velocity systems. The
Russian perspective on these impending negotiations is that limits on
interceptor speed must be introduced, the U.S. cannot unilaterally decla
higher-velocity TMD programs to be in compliance with the ABM Treaty,
and that compliance can only be established through negotiation

Far from clarifying the distinction between permitted and prohibited
systems, the Administration has apparently accepted an artificial distinct
between lower- and higher-velocity TMD and has agreed to negotiations

may limit the performance of U.S. TMD systems. The committee oppose$

restrictions on higher velocity U.S. TMD systems, as well as negotiations
would compel any degradation of the capabilities embodied in U.S. TMD
systems, present or future.

Third, the agreement reached in Helsinki went beyond even the
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Administration's stated objective of clarifying ambiguities in the ABM Treaty.
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For instance, the joint statement notes that TMD deployments should be
limited in "number and geographic scope." Such a restriction could impo
the first time unacceptable restraints on where and how TMD systems m
be deployed.

Fourth, the joint statement notes U.S.-Russian agreement that no TM
deployment will be directed against the other party. This prohibition coul
deny new NATO members an important defensive benefit under Article \
the North Atlantic Treaty. Under such a restriction, Russia may object to
TMD systems deployed in Western Europe or Asia intended to protect U
forces and allies. Such a restriction is likely to make it more difficult to bul
an allied consensus on the need for TMD.

Finally, the language of the joint statement committing the sides to
"exchange detailed information annually on TMD plans and programs" h
the potential to provide Russia with sensitive information regarding U.S.
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TMD programs, as well as an opportunity to challenge U.S. TMD prograims

early in their development. Such exchanges must be carefully thought th
and implemented only to the extent that they do not undermine U.S. nati
security objectives.

The committee notes the Administration has stated that the Helsinki
agreement on theater missile defense demarcation represents a substar
change to the ABM Treaty and its intention to submit the agreement to tk
Senate for its advice and consent. The committee believes that a full ang
thorough debate over the implications of the TMD demarcation agreeme
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U.S. security is long overdue.
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Theater missile defense of U.S. territories

The committee supports highly effective theater missile defenses for tl
territories of the United States and urges the Secretary of Defense to tak
appropriate steps to ensure that U.S. ballistic missile defense planning
continues to be responsive to evolving threats to these territories.
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SEC. 232. BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS FOR
PROCUREMENT FOR BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

(a) Requirement for Inclusion in Budget of BMDO.--(1) Chapter ¢
title 10, United States Code, is amended by inserting after section 222 tH
following new section:

"Sec. 224. Ballistic missile defense programs: display of amount
procurement

"(a) Requirement.--Any amount in the budget submitted to Cong
under section 1105 of title 31 for any fiscal year for procurement for a
Department of Defense missile defense program described in subsectior
shall be set forth under the account of the Department of Defense for
Defense-wide procurement and, within that account, under the subaccoy
other budget activity level) for the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization

"(b) Covered Programs.--Subsection (a) applies to the following
missile defense programs of the Department of Defense:

"(1) The National Missile Defense program.

"(2) Any system that is part of the core theater missile defense
program.

Report Lanqguage
Page 671

Budgetary treatment of amounts for procurement for ballistic missile defe
programs (sec. 232)

of The House bill contained a provision (sec. 231) that would requir
duture budget requests for procurement of the National Missile Defense
program and for core theater missile defense programs to be within the
accounts of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) rather the
5 g accounts of the military services.

The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 226) that wq
direct the Secretary of Defense to transfer ballistic missile defense progr
rdyocurement funds previously managed by the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization from military service accounts back to their original BMDO
pcurement accounts.

The Senate recedes with an amendment that combines the Hou

nih@Senate provisions.

nse

[¢]

AN in

uld
Am

5e and

38



OVERALL THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

Page 36-37

"(3) Any other ballistic missile defense program that enters
production after the date of the enactment of this section and for which
research, development, test, and evaluation was carried out by the Balli
Missile Defense Organization.

stic

"(c) Core Theater Ballistic Missile Defense Program.--For purposes

of this section, the core theater missile defense program consists of the
systems specified in section 234 of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1
(10 U.S.C. 2431 note).".

095

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of such chapter is amgnded

by inserting after the item relating to section 222 the following new item:

"224. Ballistic missile defense programs: display of amounts for
procurement.".

(b) Fiscal Year 1998 Funds.--(1) The Secretary of Defense shall
transfer to appropriations available to the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization for procurement for fiscal year 1998 any amounts that are
appropriated for procurement for that fiscal year for any of the Armed Fo
by reason of the transference of certain programs to accounts of the Arn
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps pursuant to Program Budget Decisio
224C3, signed by the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) on Dece
23, 1996.

(2) Any transfer pursuant to paragraph (1) shall not be counted f
purposes of section 1001.
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SEC. 236. REPEAL OF REQUIRED DEPLOYMENT DATES FOR CORE
THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

Section 234(a) of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1995 (subt
C of title Il of Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 229; 10 U.S.C. 2431 note) is
amended--

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by striking out ", to be
carried out so as to achieve the specified capabilities";

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking out ", with a first unit equipped
(FUE) during fiscal year 1998";

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) syst¢
and all that follows through "fiscal year 1999" and inserting in lieu thereo
"Navy Area Defense system";

(4) in paragraph (3), by striking out ", with a" and all that follows
through "fiscal year 2000"; and

(5) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier" and all tha|

follows through "fiscal year 2001" and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy The
Wide system".

Report Lanqguage
Page 672-673

b Repeal of required deployment dates for core theater missile defense prg
(sec. 236)

tle The House bill contained a provision (sec. 233) that would amen
5 section 234(a) of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1995 by eliminating
deployment dates for certain core theater missile defense (TMD) prograr
and modifying the deployment date for the Theater High Altitude Area
Defense (THAAD) program. The provision also made technical and
conforming changes to section 234(a).

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The Senate recedes with an amendment that would eliminate al
deployment dates for core TMD programs from section 234(a) of the Ball
Missile Defense Act of 1995.
2rihe conferees continue to support the earliest possible deployment of eff
f theater missile defenses, consistent with acceptable program risk, as a 1
of high national priority. The conferees believe that the mandated deploy

missile defense programs. These dates and congressional funding incre
have propelled the Navy Area Theater Ballistic Missile Defense program
engineering and manufacturing development and the Patriot Advanced

t Capability-3 (PAC-3) program into procurement. Congressionally manda
atEployment dates were also motivated by the Department of
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Defense's failure to commit firmly to a deployment schedule for the Navy
Theater Wide and THAAD programs that would result in deployment of t
vital capabilities at the earliest opportunity consistent with acceptable
technical and program risk.

Henceforth, the conferees anticipate that a statement of congres
intent concerning the management of the core TMD programs will be iss|
annually. The conferees believe that the flexibility of annual statements v
allow for rigorous and effective congressional oversight.
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FY97 FY98 Budget HAC House SAC Senate Appropriations
Appropriations Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
2,188.871 1,828.364 2,031.479 2,031.479 1,780(664 1,780.664 1,98
House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 15

With respect to the abuse of RDT&E appropriations, the Committee ig
concerned about what appears to be an increasing lack of discipline with
Department of Defense in budgeting programs in the proper appropriatig
especially among acquisition programs. The Committee is aware of desi
within the DOD acquisition community to merge development and
procurement funding into a single appropriation as a convenience to pro
managers.

Such a change to fundamental budget practices would severely impe
oversight by both senior managers in the Department as well as Congre
Department has declined to make any such formal recommendations to
Congress; however, the Committee has become convinced the Departm
instead placated its acquisition community by allowing program manage
under the guise of acquisition reform, to blur distinctions between
appropriations. The Committee has identified a number of instances in t

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

in the
ns,
es

gram

de

5S. The
the

ent has
S,

nis

42

1.664



OVERALL THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 15

report in which the Department has requested funding in the research a
development accounts to initiate production, and production funding to
initiate development. Most notable are the cases of EFOG-M, LOSAT,

WCMD, WRAP initiatives, and F-22 discussed at length elsewhere in thig

report. The Committee is particularly disturbed over a trend in missile
programs to initiate production to provide an "interim warfighting
capability" using research and development funding, contrary to
Committee direction and DOD policy on the use of such funding.
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No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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NAVY AREA DEFENSE

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
310.742 283.222 305.222 305.2p2 283.222 283822 305
House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
Page 36-37

SEC. 233. DEPLOYMENT DATES FOR CORE THEATER MISSILE
DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

(a) Change in Deployment Dates.--Section 234(a) of the Ballistic Mig

Defense Act of 1995 (subtitle C of title 1l of Public Law 104-106; 110 Staf.

229; 10 U.S.C. 2431 note) is amended--

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by striking out ", to be
carried out so as to achieve the specified capabilities";

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking out ", with a first unit equipped (FU
during fiscal year 1998";

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) system"
and all that follows through "fiscal year 1999" and inserting in lieu thereof

"Navy Area Defense system”;

(4) in paragraph (3)--

sile
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No bill language exists.
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Bill Language
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(A) by striking out "with a" and inserting in lieu thereof "to be
carried out so as to achieve a"; and

(B) by striking out "fiscal year 1998" and "fiscal year 2000" and
inserting in lieu thereof "fiscal year 2000" and "fiscal year 2004",
respectively; and

(5) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier (Theater Wig
system, with" and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Theater Wide system, tq
carried out so as to achieve".

(b) Conforming Amendments for Program Element Name Changes.
Section 251(a) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1996 (Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 233; 10 U.S.C. 221 note) is amend

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) syster
and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Area Defense system"; and

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier (Theater Wid
system” and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Theater Wide system".
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The committee is disappointed by the Administration's lack of commit
to the timely deployment of theater missile defenses. While the
Administration concedes that theater ballistic missiles constitute a clear
present danger to U.S. forces deployed abroad, Congressional efforts on
of the rapid development and deployment of TMD systems to meet this t
have been slowed by both Administration action and inaction.

In the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public
Law 104-106), Congress established first unit equipped (FUE) dates of fi
year 2000 for Theater High Altitude Area Defense system (THAAD), fiscg
year 2001 for the Navy Theater Wide system, fiscal year 1998 for Patriot
Advanced Capability Configuration 3 (PAC-3), and fiscal year 1999 for th
Navy Area Defense system. These dates were based on Congressional 4
for the early deployment of a TMD capability, but they were also based o
assumption of aggressive and streamlined management as well as robu
funding. However, within weeks of the dates being approved by Congre
and signed into law by the President, the Administration took budgetary
programmatic actions that had the effect of delaying each of these progr,
and their deployment dates. Compared to the legally directed dates, the
Administration's plan delayed the THAAD deployment date by six years,
Navy Theater Wide system date by at least four years, PAC-3 by one yed
the Navy Area Defense system by two years.

In presenting the fiscal year 1998 funding request earlier this year, the

Department asserted that all TMD programs had been accelerated. Yet
case of each of these TMD systems, the fiscal year 1998 request is lowe

Report Lanqguage

No report language exists.
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the amount Congress appropriated for fiscal year 1997. Despite the
requirements of Public Law 106-104, the Administration target FUE date
PAC-3 and Navy Area Defense remained fiscal year 1999 and 2001,
respectively, the dates the Administration unilaterally established in 1996
contrary to the law. As noted elsewhere in this report, the Department ha
not reviewed the Navy Theater Wide program to determine if acceleratin
program from its currently anticipated deployment date of 2008 is feasibl
And while Department of Defense announced in January that the THAAL
FUE would be accelerated to 2004, the program's FUE was immediately
slipped back to 2006 following a test failure.

The committee continues to believe that a THAAD user operational
evaluation system (UOES) can and should be deployed by fiscal year 20
FUE achieved by fiscal year 2004 at an acceptable risk given the high-vg
payoff associated with deployment of an operational THAAD capability. T|
committee also understands that BMDO is considering steps that could
provide a more robust THAAD UOES capability, thus providing greater
capability in the field at an earlier date, and strongly supports any such
initiatives. Accordingly, this provision would require the Secretary of Defg
to structure the THAAD program to achieve a THAAD UOES capability b
fiscal year 2000 and FUE by fiscal year 2004.

The committee reiterates its concern that the Department still has not
defined the Navy Theater Wide program nor established a program sche
The committee finds this lack of focus and commitment unacceptable an
elsewhere in this report has directed the Secretary of Defense to report t
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Congressional defense committees on the earliest feasible Navy Theater
deployment date. The committee reminds the Secretary of Defense of his
obligation under current law and urges that the Navy Theater Wide prog
be structured to come as close as possible to achieving a UOES capabili
fiscal year 1999 and FUE in fiscal year 2001.

Congressional funding increases have helped to accelerate the Navy
Defense system into engineering and manufacturing development and th
PAC-3 program into procurement. The committee also notes the budget
request does not propose to slip the deployment dates of these two systg
further into the future. Given both programs' advanced state of developm
and the increasing likelihood that the currently programmed deployment
will be met, this section would also repeal the dates specified in section 2
the Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public Law 104-106
PAC-3 and the Navy Area Defense System.

The committee remains committed to fielding effective TMD systems g
earliest feasible date and once again urges the Administration to suppor
funding and aggressive goal-oriented management for all of these critica
systems.
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The budget request contained $267.8 million in PE 64867C for Navy A
Theater Ballistic Missile Defense (TBMD). The committee notes the
program's recent missile intercept testing successes and supports Depa
efforts to accelerate this program. As with all current TMD programs, the
committee believes that the Navy Area TBMD test program could be mor
effectively accelerated if sufficient threat representative missile targets al
component spares were available. Accordingly, the committee recomme
$289.8 million, an increase of $22.0 million to provide additional test sup
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SEC. 236. REPEAL OF REQUIRED DEPLOYMENT DATES FOR CORE
THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

Section 234(a) of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1995 (subt
C of title Il of Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 229; 10 U.S.C. 2431 note) is
amended--

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by striking out ", to be
carried out so as to achieve the specified capabilities";

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking out ", with a first unit equipped
(FUE) during fiscal year 1998";

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) syst¢
and all that follows through "fiscal year 1999" and inserting in lieu thereo
"Navy Area Defense system";

(4) in paragraph (3), by striking out ", with a" and all that follows
through "fiscal year 2000"; and

(5) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier" and all tha|

follows through "fiscal year 2001" and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy The
Wide system".

Report Lanqguage
Page 672-673

b Repeal of required deployment dates for core theater missile defense prg
(sec. 236)

tle The House bill contained a provision (sec. 233) that would amen
5 section 234(a) of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1995 by eliminating
deployment dates for certain core theater missile defense (TMD) prograr
and modifying the deployment date for the Theater High Altitude Area
Defense (THAAD) program. The provision also made technical and
conforming changes to section 234(a).

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The Senate recedes with an amendment that would eliminate al
deployment dates for core TMD programs from section 234(a) of the Ball
Missile Defense Act of 1995.
2rihe conferees continue to support the earliest possible deployment of eff
f theater missile defenses, consistent with acceptable program risk, as a 1
of high national priority. The conferees believe that the mandated deploy
dates made clear the high priority attached by Congress to all four core {]
missile defense programs. These dates and congressional funding incre
have propelled the Navy Area Theater Ballistic Missile Defense program
engineering and manufacturing development and the Patriot Advanced
t Capability-3 (PAC-3) program into procurement. Congressionally manda
atEployment dates were also motivated by the Department of
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Report Lanqguage
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Defense's failure to commit firmly to a deployment schedule for the Navy
Theater Wide and THAAD programs that would result in deployment of t
vital capabilities at the earliest opportunity consistent with acceptable
technical and program risk.

Henceforth, the conferees anticipate that a statement of congres
intent concerning the management of the core TMD programs will be iss|
annually. The conferees believe that the flexibility of annual statements v
allow for rigorous and effective congressional oversight.
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FY97 FY98 Budget HAC House SAC Senate Appropriations
Appropriations Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
301.582 267.822 289.822 289.8p2 267.822 267822 289.822
House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists No language exists
Report Language Report Language
Page 111

No language exists.
The Navy requested $196,492,000 for Standard Missile. The Commitiee

recommends $181,092,000, a decrease of $15,400,000. The funds for the

Navy Lower Tier program have been transferred to the Ballistic Missile

Defense Organization, in the "Procurement, Defense-Wide" appropriatiop as

proposed in the House-passed Defense Authorization bill.

Page 221

The Department requested $267,822,000 for the Navy Lower Tier
program. The Committee recommends $289,822,000, an increase of
$22,000,000 as proposed in the House-passed Defense Authorization bi|l. The
Committee was pleased with the recent successful test of the Navy Lower Tier
system and has provided funds for additional targets to reduce program fisk.

53



NAVY AREA DEFENSE (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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PATRIOT

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
596.887 206.057 555.157 555.157 555.157 555157 555
House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
Page 36-37

SEC. 233. DEPLOYMENT DATES FOR CORE THEATER MISSILE

DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

(a) Change in Deployment Dates.--Section 234(a) of the Ballistic Migsile

Defense Act of 1995 (subtitle C of title 1l of Public Law 104-106; 110 Staf.

229; 10 U.S.C. 2431 note) is amended--

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by striking out ", to be

carried out so as to achieve the specified capabilities";

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking out ", with a first unit equipped (FUE)
during fiscal year 1998";

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) system"
and all that follows through "fiscal year 1999" and inserting in lieu thereof

"Navy Area Defense system”;

(4) in paragraph (3)--

3_

No bill language exists.

55

157



PATRIOT (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 36-37

(A) by striking out "with a" and inserting in lieu thereof "to be
carried out so as to achieve a"; and

(B) by striking out "fiscal year 1998" and "fiscal year 2000" and
inserting in lieu thereof "fiscal year 2000" and "fiscal year 2004",
respectively; and

(5) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier (Theater Wig
system, with" and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Theater Wide system, tq
carried out so as to achieve".

(b) Conforming Amendments for Program Element Name Changes.
Section 251(a) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1996 (Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 233; 10 U.S.C. 221 note) is amend

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) syster
and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Area Defense system"; and

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier (Theater Wid
system” and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Theater Wide system".

e)
be

ed--

3_

e)
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PATRIOT (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258-260

The committee is disappointed by the Administration's lack of commit
to the timely deployment of theater missile defenses. While the
Administration concedes that theater ballistic missiles constitute a clear
present danger to U.S. forces deployed abroad, Congressional efforts on
of the rapid development and deployment of TMD systems to meet this t
have been slowed by both Administration action and inaction.

In the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public
Law 104-106), Congress established first unit equipped (FUE) dates of fi
year 2000 for Theater High Altitude Area Defense system (THAAD), fiscg
year 2001 for the Navy Theater Wide system, fiscal year 1998 for Patriot
Advanced Capability Configuration 3 (PAC-3), and fiscal year 1999 for th
Navy Area Defense system. These dates were based on Congressional 4
for the early deployment of a TMD capability, but they were also based o
assumption of aggressive and streamlined management as well as robu
funding. However, within weeks of the dates being approved by Congre
and signed into law by the President, the Administration took budgetary
programmatic actions that had the effect of delaying each of these progr,
and their deployment dates. Compared to the legally directed dates, the
Administration's plan delayed the THAAD deployment date by six years,
Navy Theater Wide system date by at least four years, PAC-3 by one yed
the Navy Area Defense system by two years.

In presenting the fiscal year 1998 funding request earlier this year, the

Department asserted that all TMD programs had been accelerated. Yet
case of each of these TMD systems, the fiscal year 1998 request is lowe

Report Language (Army)
Page 143

néfissile/air defense product improvement program
and The budget request included $17.4 million for missile modification/pro

nnesition in PE 23801A to complete work on the advanced cruise missile s¢
for the Patriot system.
The committee continues to support Army efforts to improve capabilitig

[ threat and the limited capabilities that ground forces have to defend aga
these threats. Ongoing efforts to develop an improved seeker capable of
edetecting and engaging cruise missiles are near completion and require
ugghdtittonal $10.0 million to complete work and provide the Army with a vig
N tpgion for cruise missile defense.
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PATRIOT (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258-260

the amount Congress appropriated for fiscal year 1997. Despite the
requirements of Public Law 106-104, the Administration target FUE date
PAC-3 and Navy Area Defense remained fiscal year 1999 and 2001,
respectively, the dates the Administration unilaterally established in 1996
contrary to the law. As noted elsewhere in this report, the Department ha
not reviewed the Navy Theater Wide program to determine if acceleratin
program from its currently anticipated deployment date of 2008 is feasibl
And while Department of Defense announced in January that the THAAL
FUE would be accelerated to 2004, the program's FUE was immediately
slipped back to 2006 following a test failure.

The committee continues to believe that a THAAD user operational
evaluation system (UOES) can and should be deployed by fiscal year 20
FUE achieved by fiscal year 2004 at an acceptable risk given the high-vg
payoff associated with deployment of an operational THAAD capability. T|
committee also understands that BMDO is considering steps that could
provide a more robust THAAD UOES capability, thus providing greater
capability in the field at an earlier date, and strongly supports any such
initiatives. Accordingly, this provision would require the Secretary of Defg
to structure the THAAD program to achieve a THAAD UOES capability b
fiscal year 2000 and FUE by fiscal year 2004.

The committee reiterates its concern that the Department still has not
defined the Navy Theater Wide program nor established a program sche
The committee finds this lack of focus and commitment unacceptable an
elsewhere in this report has directed the Secretary of Defense to report t
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PATRIOT (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258-260

Congressional defense committees on the earliest feasible Navy Theater
deployment date. The committee reminds the Secretary of Defense of his
obligation under current law and urges that the Navy Theater Wide prog
be structured to come as close as possible to achieving a UOES capabili
fiscal year 1999 and FUE in fiscal year 2001.

Congressional funding increases have helped to accelerate the Navy
Defense system into engineering and manufacturing development and th
PAC-3 program into procurement. The committee also notes the budget
request does not propose to slip the deployment dates of these two systg
further into the future. Given both programs' advanced state of developm
and the increasing likelihood that the currently programmed deployment
will be met, this section would also repeal the dates specified in section 2
the Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public Law 104-106
PAC-3 and the Navy Area Defense System.

The committee remains committed to fielding effective TMD systems g
earliest feasible date and once again urges the Administration to suppor
funding and aggressive goal-oriented management for all of these critica
systems.
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PATRIOT (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Language (Army)
Page 160

The budget request contained $17.4 million for missile/air defense pi
improvement within PE 23801A. The Patriot system, which provided vita
defense during Operation Desert Storm, is being upgraded through enha
communications and other system improvements to respond to the evolv
air and cruise missile threat. The committee is also aware of efforts to de
block 1l modifications to the Stinger Missile to provide enhanced
performance. The committee supports continuation of these initiatives arn
recommends $34.1 million, an increase of $10.0 million for Patriot PAC-3
missile upgrades and an increase of $6.7 million for Stinger block Il
modifications. The Secretary of the Army may use existing PAC-3 missilg
from inventory to support development of a cruise missile defense capab
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PATRIOT (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 39

SEC. 236. REPEAL OF REQUIRED DEPLOYMENT DATES FOR CORE
THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

Section 234(a) of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1995 (subt
C of title Il of Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 229; 10 U.S.C. 2431 note) is
amended--

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by striking out ", to be
carried out so as to achieve the specified capabilities";

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking out ", with a first unit equipped
(FUE) during fiscal year 1998";

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) syst¢
and all that follows through "fiscal year 1999" and inserting in lieu thereo
"Navy Area Defense system";

(4) in paragraph (3), by striking out ", with a" and all that follows
through "fiscal year 2000"; and

(5) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier" and all tha|

follows through "fiscal year 2001" and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy The
Wide system".

Report Lanqguage
Page 672-673

b Repeal of required deployment dates for core theater missile defense prg
(sec. 236)

tle The House bill contained a provision (sec. 233) that would amen
5 section 234(a) of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1995 by eliminating
deployment dates for certain core theater missile defense (TMD) prograr
and modifying the deployment date for the Theater High Altitude Area
Defense (THAAD) program. The provision also made technical and
conforming changes to section 234(a).

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The Senate recedes with an amendment that would eliminate al
deployment dates for core TMD programs from section 234(a) of the Ball
Missile Defense Act of 1995.
2rihe conferees continue to support the earliest possible deployment of eff
f theater missile defenses, consistent with acceptable program risk, as a 1
of high national priority. The conferees believe that the mandated deploy
dates made clear the high priority attached by Congress to all four core {]
missile defense programs. These dates and congressional funding incre
have propelled the Navy Area Theater Ballistic Missile Defense program
engineering and manufacturing development and the Patriot Advanced
t Capability-3 (PAC-3) program into procurement. Congressionally manda
atEployment dates were also motivated by the Department of
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PATRIOT (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 672-673

Defense's failure to commit firmly to a deployment schedule for the Navy
Theater Wide and THAAD programs that would result in deployment of t
vital capabilities at the earliest opportunity consistent with acceptable
technical and program risk.

Henceforth, the conferees anticipate that a statement of congres
intent concerning the management of the core TMD programs will be iss|
annually. The conferees believe that the flexibility of annual statements v
allow for rigorous and effective congressional oversight.

Page 589 (Army)

Missile/air defense product improvement program

The budget request included $17.4 million to support improveme
to existing air defense systems.

The House bill would authorize an increase of $16.7 million, $10
million for Patriot PAC-3 development and $6.7 million for the Stinger BIq
Il development effort.

The Senate amendment would authorize an increase of $10.0 m
for Patriot anti-cruise missile (PACM) development.

The conferees agree to authorize $31.4 million, an increase of $
million in PE 23801A, $10.0 million for the completion of the PACM
development effort and $4.0 million for the Stinger Block Il program.
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PATRIOT (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Language (Army)
Page 89

The Army requested $349,109,000 for Patriot. The Committee
recommends transferring this amount to the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization in the "Procurement, Defense-Wide" appropriation, as prop
in the House-passed Defense Authorization bill.

Page 90

The budget requests $20,825,000 for modifications to the Patriot misg
The Committee recommends $30,825,000, an increase of $10,000,000 ¢
for procurement of additional GEM +/- upgrades.

Page 175

The Army requested $17,412,000 for air defense missile improvemen
The Committee recommends $27,412,000, an increase of $10,000,000 ¢
for the Patriot Anti-Cruise Missile program.

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
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No language exists.
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PATRIOT (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AREA DEFENSE (THAAD)

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
621.798 560.692 605.692 605.6P2 357.992 357992 406
House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
Page 36-37

SEC. 233. DEPLOYMENT DATES FOR CORE THEATER MISSILE
DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

(a) Change in Deployment Dates.--Section 234(a) of the Ballistic Mig

Defense Act of 1995 (subtitle C of title 1l of Public Law 104-106; 110 Staf.

229; 10 U.S.C. 2431 note) is amended--

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by striking out ", to be
carried out so as to achieve the specified capabilities";

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking out ", with a first unit equipped (FU
during fiscal year 1998";

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) syster

and all that follows through "fiscal year 1999" and inserting in lieu thereof

"Navy Area Defense system”;

(4) in paragraph (3)--

sile

E)

h"

No bill language exists.
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THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AREA DEFENSE (THAAD) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 36-37

(A) by striking out "with a" and inserting in lieu thereof "to be
carried out so as to achieve a"; and

(B) by striking out "fiscal year 1998" and "fiscal year 2000" and
inserting in lieu thereof "fiscal year 2000" and "fiscal year 2004",
respectively; and

(5) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier (Theater Wig
system, with" and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Theater Wide system, tq
carried out so as to achieve".

(b) Conforming Amendments for Program Element Name Changes.
Section 251(a) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1996 (Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 233; 10 U.S.C. 221 note) is amend

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) syster
and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Area Defense system"; and

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier (Theater Wid
system" and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Theater Wide system".

e)
be

ed--

3_

e)

66




THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AIR DEFENSE (THAAD) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258-260

The committee is disappointed by the Administration's lack of commiti
to the timely deployment of theater missile defenses. While the
Administration concedes that theater ballistic missiles constitute a clear
present danger to U.S. forces deployed abroad, Congressional efforts on
of the rapid development and deployment of TMD systems to meet this t
have been slowed by both Administration action and inaction.

In the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public
Law 104-106), Congress established first unit equipped (FUE) dates of fi
year 2000 for Theater High Altitude Area Defense system (THAAD), fiscg
year 2001 for the Navy Theater Wide system, fiscal year 1998 for Patriot
Advanced Capability Configuration 3 (PAC-3), and fiscal year 1999 for th
Navy Area Defense system. These dates were based on Congressional 4
for the early deployment of a TMD capability, but they were also based o
assumption of aggressive and streamlined management as well as robu
funding. However, within weeks of the dates being approved by Congre
and signed into law by the President, the Administration took budgetary
programmatic actions that had the effect of delaying each of these progr,
and their deployment dates. Compared to the legally directed dates, the
Administration's plan delayed the THAAD deployment date by six years,
Navy Theater Wide system date by at least four years, PAC-3 by one yed
the Navy Area Defense system by two years.

In presenting the fiscal year 1998 funding request earlier this year, thq
Department asserted that all TMD programs had been accelerated. Yet
case of each of these TMD systems, the fiscal year 1998 request is lowe

Report Lanqguage
Page 191-192

hentl he committee continues to support the development, production, ang
fielding of Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) as a matter of
hidghest priority. The committee notes that, notwithstanding recent failure
FHugve an intercept of a target, the THAAD system has accomplished
hrdgiually all other test objectives to date. The committee is encouraged by
recent findings of the two review teams that have evaluated the THAAD
design and development program: specifically, that the THAAD system
s&lgsign and operational requirements are fundamentally sound.

The committee understands that, due to delays in the THAAD flight
schedule, funds appropriated in fiscal year 1997 and funds contained in
ebudget request for fiscal year 1998 for THAAD are currently excess to thg
uppéD program in those specific fiscal years. The committee, therefore,
h ;Fgeommends a reduction of $202.7 million in fiscal year 1998 and directs
stBMDO to use excess fiscal year 1997 funds to cover necessary fiscal yea
sgequirements, as requested by the Secretary of Defense. This reduction
hiepde without prejudice to the THAAD program and with the expectation
aRSD will make up these funds in the outyears. The committee also
recommends the transfer of the remaining $58.8 million fiscal year 1998
thEHAAD Engineering and Manufacturing Development (EMD) funds to th
\r THHYAD Demonstration and Validation (Dem/Val) account, for a total

authorization of $353.4 in PE 63861C. The committee understands that
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THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AIR DEFENSE (THAAD) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258-260

the amount Congress appropriated for fiscal year 1997. Despite the
requirements of Public Law 106-104, the Administration target FUE date
PAC-3 and Navy Area Defense remained fiscal year 1999 and 2001,
respectively, the dates the Administration unilaterally established in 1996
contrary to the law. As noted elsewhere in this report, the Department ha
not reviewed the Navy Theater Wide program to determine if acceleratin
program from its currently anticipated deployment date of 2008 is feasibl
And while Department of Defense announced in January that the THAAL
FUE would be accelerated to 2004, the program's FUE was immediately
slipped back to 2006 following a test failure.

The committee continues to believe that a THAAD user operational
evaluation system (UOES) can and should be deployed by fiscal year 20
FUE achieved by fiscal year 2004 at an acceptable risk given the high-vg
payoff associated with deployment of an operational THAAD capability. T|
committee also understands that BMDO is considering steps that could
provide a more robust THAAD UOES capability, thus providing greater
capability in the field at an earlier date, and strongly supports any such
initiatives. Accordingly, this provision would require the Secretary of Defg
to structure the THAAD program to achieve a THAAD UOES capability b
fiscal year 2000 and FUE by fiscal year 2004.

The committee reiterates its concern that the Department still has not
defined the Navy Theater Wide program nor established a program sche
The committee finds this lack of focus and commitment unacceptable an
elsewhere in this report has directed the Secretary of Defense to report t

Report Lanqguage
Page 191-192

fiscal years 1999 and 2000 to properly realign THAAD funding. The

5 fommittee expects the Department of Defense to add such funds in the |
Years Defense Program, and to take such measures as may be possible
accelerate fielding of the THAAD first unit equipped (FUE), consistent wi

smtilerate risk program.
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THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AIR DEFENSE (THAAD) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258-260

Congressional defense committees on the earliest feasible Navy Theater
deployment date. The committee reminds the Secretary of Defense of his
obligation under current law and urges that the Navy Theater Wide prog
be structured to come as close as possible to achieving a UOES capabili
fiscal year 1999 and FUE in fiscal year 2001.

Congressional funding increases have helped to accelerate the Navy
Defense system into engineering and manufacturing development and th
PAC-3 program into procurement. The committee also notes the budget
request does not propose to slip the deployment dates of these two systg
further into the future. Given both programs' advanced state of developm
and the increasing likelihood that the currently programmed deployment
will be met, this section would also repeal the dates specified in section 2
the Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public Law 104-106
PAC-3 and the Navy Area Defense System.

The committee remains committed to fielding effective TMD systems g
earliest feasible date and once again urges the Administration to suppor
funding and aggressive goal-oriented management for all of these critica
systems.
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THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AIR DEFENSE (THAAD) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 234

Theater high altitude air defense

The budget request contained $556.1 million for demonstration/valida
and engineering and manufacturing development for the Theater High
Altitude Air Defense (THAAD) system.

The committee supports the THAAD program, believes it will provide
military forces with critically needed protection against ballistic missile
attack, and restates its support of THAAD as a core TMD system. Althou
the THAAD program has met numerous test objectives to date, the comn
is concerned by recent test failures and supports the Department's prom
comprehensive program reviews. However, the committee is disturbed by
indications that the Department nonetheless plans to reduce prior year g
fiscal year 1998 THAAD funding in order to use the funds for other purpg
Although identification of the causes of test failures is necessary before f
testing, the committee believes that both the Administration's currently
planned fielding date of 2006 may be indicative of a program constrained
funding and insufficient test opportunities.

Independent reviews of THAAD have reaffirmed the program's planne
design, operational requirement, and the successful completion of 28 of
THAAD program objectives to date. In addition to the on-going review of
THAAD, the committee believes that the test program will benefit from
additional funding to provide reserve interceptor, missile, and target assé
well as other back-up resources. A more robust test program will help to
the risk of delays and lost opportunities resulting for unexpected anomali

ion
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THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AIR DEFENSE (THAAD) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 234

The committee recommends $601.1 million, an increase of $45.0 milli
PE 64861C, to provide funds necessary for additional THAAD testing an
further mitigate risk in the flight test program. The committee strongly ur
the Department not to reduce funding for THAAD in order to address
shortfalls elsewhere in the FYDP and to use any prior or fiscal year 1998
THAAD funds deemed unavailable for obligation for their original purpos
for further risk reduction in the test program.
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THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AIR DEFENSE (THAAD) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 39

SEC. 236. REPEAL OF REQUIRED DEPLOYMENT DATES FOR CORE
THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

Section 234(a) of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1995 (subt
C of title Il of Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 229; 10 U.S.C. 2431 note) is
amended--

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by striking out ", to be
carried out so as to achieve the specified capabilities";

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking out ", with a first unit equipped
(FUE) during fiscal year 1998";

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) syst¢
and all that follows through "fiscal year 1999" and inserting in lieu thereo
"Navy Area Defense system";

(4) in paragraph (3), by striking out ", with a" and all that follows
through "fiscal year 2000"; and

(5) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier" and all tha|

follows through "fiscal year 2001" and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy The
Wide system".

Report Lanqguage
Page 672-673

b Repeal of required deployment dates for core theater missile defense prg
(sec. 236)

tle The House bill contained a provision (sec. 233) that would amen
5 section 234(a) of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1995 by eliminating
deployment dates for certain core theater missile defense (TMD) prograr
and modifying the deployment date for the Theater High Altitude Area
Defense (THAAD) program. The provision also made technical and
conforming changes to section 234(a).

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The Senate recedes with an amendment that would eliminate al
deployment dates for core TMD programs from section 234(a) of the Ball
Missile Defense Act of 1995.
2rihe conferees continue to support the earliest possible deployment of eff
f theater missile defenses, consistent with acceptable program risk, as a 1
of high national priority. The conferees believe that the mandated deploy

missile defense programs. These dates and congressional funding incre
have propelled the Navy Area Theater Ballistic Missile Defense program
engineering and manufacturing development and the Patriot Advanced

t Capability-3 (PAC-3) program into procurement. Congressionally manda
atEployment dates were also motivated by the Department of

grams
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FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 672-673

Defense's failure to commit firmly to a deployment schedule for the Navy
Theater Wide and THAAD programs that would result in deployment of t
vital capabilities at the earliest opportunity consistent with acceptable
technical and program risk.

Henceforth, the conferees anticipate that a statement of congres
intent concerning the management of the core TMD programs will be iss|
annually. The conferees believe that the flexibility of annual statements v
allow for rigorous and effective congressional oversight.
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THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AIR DEFENSE (THAAD) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 656-657

The budget request included $556.1 million for the Theater High
Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) program, of which $294.6 million was
included in PE 63861C and $261.5 million was included in PE 64861C. ]
Department of Defense, after an analysis of the THAAD program by the
Quadrennial Defense Review, submitted an amended budget request of
million in PE 63861C and no funding in PE 64861C.

The House bill would authorize the original budget request in PE

63861C and $306.5 million in PE 64861C.

The Senate amendment would authorize $353.4 million in PE
63861C and no funds for THAAD in PE 64861C.

The conferees agree to authorize $406.1 million in PE 63861C f
THAAD and no funds in PE 64861C.

The conferees express their continued strong support for THAA
and believe that fielding THAAD as expeditiously as possible is a matter
highest priority.

The conferees understand that the funding added for THAAD
demonstration and validation will be used for extensive risk reduction
activities to put the program on sounder technical and programmatic foo
when it enters engineering and manufacturing development (EMD) in fis
year 1999.
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FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 656-657

The conferees also support DOD efforts to contain program cost
growth that could result from schedule delays and technical complication
The conferees expect the Secretary of Defense to review the full range o
control options applicable to the EMD phase of the program, including, b
not limited to, options involving competition and leader-follower. The
conferees direct the Secretary of Defense to submit a report on the resul
this review to the congressional defense committees by March 15, 1998.

The conferees continue to note their concern over long delays in
THAAD program. In the wake of the Gulf War, Congress directed the
deployment of effective theater missile defenses at the earliest possible @

The THAAD program was initiated in calendar year 1992 and deployment

originally planned for the mid-1990s. Yet BMDO now supports a 14-year
development program, with a first unit equipped (FUE) in calendar year !

S.
cost
ut

s of

the

ate.

2006,

arguing that a 12-year development program entails excessive programinatic

and schedule risks.
The conferees understand that the most recent THAAD schedul
supported by BMDO includes a number of opportunities to accelerate the

v

program, depending on the technical progress. The conferees continue

believe that rapid deployment is critical to meet well understood warfighter
requirements, and that every reasonable effort should be made to achieye an
FUE in calendar year 2004. The conferees direct the Secretary of Defense to
take all appropriate budgetary and programmatic steps for fiscal year 1998 to
ensure that the program can be accelerated if opportunities arise to do sp.
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Page 656-657

The conferees are also concerned that a delay in the program w
adversely affect THAAD EMD and procurement funding in the FYDP. Th
conferees direct the Secretary of Defense to submit a FYDP that fully fun
THAAD program oriented toward the earliest possible deployment, consi
with moderate program risk.
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THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AREA DEFENSE (THAAD) (CONT)

FY97 FY98 Budget HAC House SAC Senate Appropriations
Appropriations Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
621.798 556.127 500.127 500.1p7 353.427 353/427
House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 221

The Department requested $294,647,000 for Theater High Altitude A
Defense (THAAD) Demonstration and Validation and $261,480,000 for
Theater High Altitude Area Defense Engineering and Manufacturing. Th

Committee recommends $238,647,000 for Demonstration and Validation,

reduction of $56,000,000.

Due to the slip in the THAAD schedule, associated with flight test failu
fiscal year 1998 funds that were budgeted as the second increment for &
contract to acquire 40 User Operational Evaluation System (UOES) miss
are no longer required. The Committee understands that the flight test
schedule for THAAD has been restructured and that should an intercept
in 1998, prior year funds would be available for the UOES contract.

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AREA DEFENSE (THAAD) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 221

The Committee is very concerned about the Theater High Altitude Ar¢
Defense (THAAD) program and the four consecutive test failures which d
not achieve an intercept. This type of error points to the need for greater
quality control on the part of the contractor and tighter management on t
part of the program manager. Despite these concerns, the Committee su
the objectives of the THAAD program and believes the system should be
deployed at the soonest possible date.
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THEATER HIGH ALTITUDE AREA DEFENSE (THAAD) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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NAVY THEATER WIDE

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
304.171 194.893 344.898 344.8P8 274.898 274/898 344
House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language
Page 36-37 Bill Language

SEC. 233. DEPLOYMENT DATES FOR CORE THEATER MISSILE
DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

(a) Change in Deployment Dates.--Section 234(a) of the Ballistic Mig

Defense Act of 1995 (subtitle C of title 1l of Public Law 104-106; 110 Staf.

229; 10 U.S.C. 2431 note) is amended--

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by striking out ", to be
carried out so as to achieve the specified capabilities";

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking out ", with a first unit equipped (FU
during fiscal year 1998";

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) system"
and all that follows through "fiscal year 1999" and inserting in lieu thereof

"Navy Area Defense system”;

(4) in paragraph (3)--

sile

E)

3_

No bill language exists.
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NAVY THEATER WIDE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 36-37

(A) by striking out "with a" and inserting in lieu thereof "to be
carried out so as to achieve a"; and

(B) by striking out "fiscal year 1998" and "fiscal year 2000" and
inserting in lieu thereof "fiscal year 2000" and "fiscal year 2004",
respectively; and

(5) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier (Theater Wig
system, with" and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Theater Wide system, tq
carried out so as to achieve".

(b) Conforming Amendments for Program Element Name Changes.
Section 251(a) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1996 (Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 233; 10 U.S.C. 221 note) is amend

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) syster
and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Area Defense system"; and

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier (Theater Wid
system" and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy Theater Wide system".

e)
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NAVY THEATER WIDE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258-260

The committee is disappointed by the Administration's lack of commiti
to the timely deployment of theater missile defenses. While the
Administration concedes that theater ballistic missiles constitute a clear
present danger to U.S. forces deployed abroad, Congressional efforts on
of the rapid development and deployment of TMD systems to meet this t
have been slowed by both Administration action and inaction.

In the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public
Law 104-106), Congress established first unit equipped (FUE) dates of fi
year 2000 for Theater High Altitude Area Defense system (THAAD), fiscg
year 2001 for the Navy Theater Wide system, fiscal year 1998 for Patriot
Advanced Capability Configuration 3 (PAC-3), and fiscal year 1999 for th
Navy Area Defense system. These dates were based on Congressional 4
for the early deployment of a TMD capability, but they were also based o
assumption of aggressive and streamlined management as well as robu
funding. However, within weeks of the dates being approved by Congre
and signed into law by the President, the Administration took budgetary
programmatic actions that had the effect of delaying each of these progr,
and their deployment dates. Compared to the legally directed dates, the
Administration's plan delayed the THAAD deployment date by six years,
Navy Theater Wide system date by at least four years, PAC-3 by one yed
the Navy Area Defense system by two years.

In presenting the fiscal year 1998 funding request earlier this year, the

Department asserted that all TMD programs had been accelerated. Yet
case of each of these TMD systems, the fiscal year 1998 request is lowe

Report Lanqguage
Page 192

nélatvy Upper Tier (Theater Wide)
and The committee continues to strongly support the Navy Upper Tier pro

nrémes program and to position it to become a major defense acquisition
program. The committee, however, does not believe that sufficient fundin
has been added or sufficient priority attached to this program. The comn
scadtes that the Chief of Naval Operations has recommended an increase
[ $80.0 million for this program in fiscal year 1998. Such an increase woul

e(LEAP) intercept test to the maximum extent now achievable. The comm
upupbrts this acceleration and recommends an increase of $80.0 million
n @3868C.
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NAVY THEATER WIDE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258-260

the amount Congress appropriated for fiscal year 1997. Despite the
requirements of Public Law 106-104, the Administration target FUE date
PAC-3 and Navy Area Defense remained fiscal year 1999 and 2001,
respectively, the dates the Administration unilaterally established in 1996
contrary to the law. As noted elsewhere in this report, the Department ha
not reviewed the Navy Theater Wide program to determine if acceleratin
program from its currently anticipated deployment date of 2008 is feasibl
And while Department of Defense announced in January that the THAAL
FUE would be accelerated to 2004, the program's FUE was immediately
slipped back to 2006 following a test failure.

The committee continues to believe that a THAAD user operational
evaluation system (UOES) can and should be deployed by fiscal year 20
FUE achieved by fiscal year 2004 at an acceptable risk given the high-vg
payoff associated with deployment of an operational THAAD capability. T|
committee also understands that BMDO is considering steps that could
provide a more robust THAAD UOES capability, thus providing greater
capability in the field at an earlier date, and strongly supports any such
initiatives. Accordingly, this provision would require the Secretary of Defg
to structure the THAAD program to achieve a THAAD UOES capability b
fiscal year 2000 and FUE by fiscal year 2004.

The committee reiterates its concern that the Department still has not
defined the Navy Theater Wide program nor established a program sche
The committee finds this lack of focus and commitment unacceptable an
elsewhere in this report has directed the Secretary of Defense to report t
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NAVY THEATER WIDE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 258-260

Congressional defense committees on the earliest feasible Navy Theater
deployment date. The committee reminds the Secretary of Defense of his
obligation under current law and urges that the Navy Theater Wide prog
be structured to come as close as possible to achieving a UOES capabili
fiscal year 1999 and FUE in fiscal year 2001.

Congressional funding increases have helped to accelerate the Navy
Defense system into engineering and manufacturing development and th
PAC-3 program into procurement. The committee also notes the budget
request does not propose to slip the deployment dates of these two systg
further into the future. Given both programs' advanced state of developm
and the increasing likelihood that the currently programmed deployment
will be met, this section would also repeal the dates specified in section 2
the Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public Law 104-106
PAC-3 and the Navy Area Defense System.

The committee remains committed to fielding effective TMD systems g
earliest feasible date and once again urges the Administration to suppor
funding and aggressive goal-oriented management for all of these critica
systems.
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House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 233

Navy theater-wide missile defense

The budget request contained $194.9 million in PE 63868C for the Nayy

theater-wide missile defense system. The unfunded requirements list fro
Chief of Naval Operations and communications from other offices in the

indicate that the theater-wide program is inadequately funded to support
accelerated development test plan. Moreover, there is a growing concer
the Department still has not thoroughly assessed the feasibility of accele

m the
Navy
an

N that
rating

the currently planned Navy theater-wide missile defense deployment date of
fiscal year 2008. Noting numerous Administration statements attaching high
priority to TMD programs, the committee directs the Secretary of Defens¢ to
report to the Congressional defense committees no later than February 15,
1998, on the cost and technical feasibility of options for a more robust Ngvy

theater-wide flight test program, the earliest technically feasible deploym
date, and costs associated with such a deployment date. The committee
recommends an increase of $344.9 million, an increase of $150.0 million
support a more robust program schedule.
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FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 39

SEC. 236. REPEAL OF REQUIRED DEPLOYMENT DATES FOR CORE
THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

Section 234(a) of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1995 (subt
C of title Il of Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 229; 10 U.S.C. 2431 note) is
amended--

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by striking out ", to be
carried out so as to achieve the specified capabilities";

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking out ", with a first unit equipped
(FUE) during fiscal year 1998";

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking out "Navy Lower Tier (Area) syst¢
and all that follows through "fiscal year 1999" and inserting in lieu thereo
"Navy Area Defense system";

(4) in paragraph (3), by striking out ", with a" and all that follows
through "fiscal year 2000"; and

(5) in paragraph (4), by striking out "Navy Upper Tier" and all tha|

follows through "fiscal year 2001" and inserting in lieu thereof "Navy The
Wide system".

Report Lanqguage
Page 672-673

b Repeal of required deployment dates for core theater missile defense prg
(sec. 236)

tle The House bill contained a provision (sec. 233) that would amen
5 section 234(a) of the Ballistic Missile Defense Act of 1995 by eliminating
deployment dates for certain core theater missile defense (TMD) prograr
and modifying the deployment date for the Theater High Altitude Area
Defense (THAAD) program. The provision also made technical and
conforming changes to section 234(a).

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The Senate recedes with an amendment that would eliminate al
deployment dates for core TMD programs from section 234(a) of the Ball
Missile Defense Act of 1995.
2rihe conferees continue to support the earliest possible deployment of eff
f theater missile defenses, consistent with acceptable program risk, as a 1
of high national priority. The conferees believe that the mandated deploy
dates made clear the high priority attached by Congress to all four core {]
missile defense programs. These dates and congressional funding incre
have propelled the Navy Area Theater Ballistic Missile Defense program
engineering and manufacturing development and the Patriot Advanced
t Capability-3 (PAC-3) program into procurement. Congressionally manda
atEployment dates were also motivated by the Department of
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FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 672-673

Defense's failure to commit firmly to a deployment schedule for the Navy
Theater Wide and THAAD programs that would result in deployment of t
vital capabilities at the earliest opportunity consistent with acceptable
technical and program risk.

Henceforth, the conferees anticipate that a statement of congres
intent concerning the management of the core TMD programs will be iss|
annually. The conferees believe that the flexibility of annual statements v
allow for rigorous and effective congressional oversight.
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FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 657

NAVY UPPER TIER (THEATER WIDE)

The budget request included $194.9 million in PE 63868C for thé
Navy Upper Tier theater missile defense system.

The House bill would authorize an increase of $150.0 million for
Navy Upper Tier program.

The Senate amendment would authorize an increase of $80.0 m
for the Navy Upper Tier program.

The Senate recedes.

The conferees are concerned that the Department of Defense st
not thoroughly assessed the feasibility of accelerating the currently plann
Navy Upper Tier deployment date of fiscal year 2008. Noting humerous
administration statements attaching high priority to TMD programs, the
conferees direct the Secretary of Defense to report to the congressional
committees no later than February 15, 1998, on the cost and technical

feasibility of options for a more robust Navy Upper Tier flight test progran,

the earliest technically feasible deployment date, and costs associated W
such a deployment date.
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NAVY THEATER WIDE (CONT)
FY97 FY98 Budget HAC House SAC Senate Appropriations

Appropriations Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference

304.171 194.898 444.898 444.8Pp8 274.898 274/898 409.898

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill

H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
Page 33

No language exists.
Provided, That not less than $444,898,000 of the funds appropriated |in
this paragraph shall be made available only for the Sea-Based Wide AreaReport L anguage
Defense (Navy Upper-Tier) program:

No language exists.
Report Lanqguage guag

Page 221

The Department requested $194,898,000 for Navy Upper Tier. The
Committee recommends $444,898,000, an increase of $250,000,000. The
Committee believes that the Navy Upper Tier program will provide a
substantial defense capability and is concerned that the Administration's
proposed plan does not include deployment of the Navy Upper Tier system.
Additional funds will enable the Navy to plan for 12 flight tests, to includg an
intercept in 1999 using the Lightweight Exoatmospheric Projectile (LEAR
and a modified SM-3 Standard Missile. In addition, additional funds will
permit engineering and kinetic kill vehicle work needed for system
deployment. The current plan only provides for a flight demonstration
program and does not plan for deployment.

~
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House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill

H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 252

Language has also been amended to change the amount of funds

earmarked for the Navy Upper Tier program.
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NAVY THEATER WIDE (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 15

Provided, That not less than $409,898,000 of the funds appropriated
this paragraph shall be made available only for the Sea-Based Wide Ar¢
Defense (Navy Upper-Tier) program:

Report Lanqguage

iNo language exists.
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COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
.000 .000 123.1 123.1 .0q0 .000 .0
House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
Page 35

No bill language exists.
SEC. 232. COOPERATIVE BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAM

(a) Requirement for New Program Element.--The Secretary of Defense
shall establish a program element for the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization, to be referred to as the "Cooperative Ballistic Missile Defense
Program”, to support technical and analytical cooperative efforts between the
United States and other nations that contribute to United States ballistic
missile defense capabilities. All international cooperative ballistic missile
defense programs of the Department of Defense shall be budgeted and
administered through that program element.

(b) Relationship to Other Program Elements.--The program element
established pursuant to subsection (a) is in addition to the program elements
for activities of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization required under
section 251 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 19p6
(Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 233; 10 U.S.C. 221 note).

92




COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 42

SEC. 236. TACTICAL HIGH ENERGY LASER PROGRAM.

(a) Transfer of Program.--The Secretary of Defense shall transfer the
Tactical High Energy Laser program from the Secretary of the Army to the
Director of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, to be carried out
under the Cooperative Ballistic Missile Defense Program established
pursuant to section 232(a).

(b) Authorization.--Of the amount authorized to be appropriated in
section 201, $38,200,000 is authorized for the Tactical High Energy Laser
program.
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COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 228-230

Cooperative programs

The budget request did not contain a separate program element (PE)
cooperative ballistic missile defense (BMD) programs. The committee
continues to support cooperative ballistic missile defense programs with
allies.

The budget request for cooperative BMD programs with Israel contain
$38.7 million for the Arrow Continuation Experiments/Arrow Deployability
project (ACES/ADP) in PE 63872C, and $12.9 million for the Unmanned
Aerial Vehicle Boost Phase Intercept (UAV BPI) program in PE 63870C.
Israeli commitment to cooperative BMD development remains strong. Th
committee notes the accomplishments achieved to date by the U.S.-Israg
ACES/ADP project and recommends $48.7 million for the program, an
increase of $10.0 million. The committee believes that additional funding
support efforts to deploy an Israeli ballistic missile defense capability whi
also providing valuable technological benefits to on-going U.S. TMD
programs.

The budget request contained $16.5 million within PE 63308A for the
Tactical High Energy Laser (THEL) program. The committee is aware th
the threat from tactical rockets and missiles is growing, as such systems
proliferate world-wide. The U.S. and Israel are cooperating in an effort tg
respond to this threat by developing a high energy laser that can destroy

Report Lanqguage

No report language exists.
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tactical missiles in flight.

transfer the THEL program from the Secretary of the Army to the director of

The committee recommends a legislative provision (sec. 236) that Woj:d

BMDO, and would authorize a total of $38.2 million for the THEL progra
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COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 228-230

The committee directs the transfer of $16.5 million from PE 63308A to P
63XXXC, a new program element that would consolidate cooperative bal
missile defense programs under BMDO management. The committee al
recommends an increase of $15.0 million to ensure completion of the firg
phase of the program to design, build, integrate and test the THEL adva
concept technology demonstrator and to begin developmental testing to
validate THEL capabilities. The committee further directs the director of
BMDO to provide the remaining $6.7 million required for the THEL progr
from BMDO administrative accounts.

The budget request did not contain funding for two cooperative project
with Russia, the Russian-American Observation Satellite (RAMOS) and
Active Plasma Experiment (APEX). The committee recommends $30.0
million for the RAMOS and APEX projects. Recent events indicate some
Russian interest in exploring the possibility of greater cooperation in this
For example, at the recent Helsinki summit, Presidents Clinton and Yeltg
declared that they are prepared to explore integrated cooperative defens
efforts in the area of early warning support for TMD activities, technology
cooperation in areas related to TMD, and expansion of the ongoing prog
of cooperation in TMD exercises.

The committee notes that expanded cooperation with Russia in the ar
ballistic missile defense must be carefully considered and implemented d
a manner that does not jeopardize U.S. technological advantages or the

development and deployment of U.S. BMD systems. The committee dire¢
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the Secretary of Defense to develop a plan for U.S.-Russian cooperative
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COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 228-230

projects--identifying the costs and benefits associated with each project--
to submit this plan to the Congressional defense committees no later thg
February 1, 1998.

The committee believes that the effective management of cooperative
programs requires their consolidation in a separate program element.
Therefore, the committee recommends a legislative provision (Sec. 232)

would establish the "Cooperative Ballistic Missile Program" as a separate

program element within BMDO to support technical and analytical
cooperative missile defense efforts between the U.S. and other nations.
The committee recommends $123.1 million to support the cooperative
programs in the new PE63XXXC. This amount includes the transfers of
million from PE 63872C, $12.9 million from PE 63870C, $16.5 million frg
PE 63308A, and an increase of $55.0 million over the amounts requeste

Page 258
Section 232--Cooperative Ballistic Missile Defense Programs

This section would establish the "Cooperative Ballistic Missile Defensg
Program" within the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, to support on
going and future technical and analytical cooperative efforts between the
and other nations that contribute to U.S. missile defense capabilities.
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COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 261

Section 236--Tactical High Energy Laser Program (THEL)

This section would transfer the THEL program from PE 63308A to an
PE 63XXXC that would consolidate cooperative ballistic missile defense
programs under Ballistic Missile Defense Organization management and
would authorize $38.2 million for THEL.

new
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COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 37

SEC. 233. COOPERATIVE BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAM

(a) Requirement for New Program Element.--The Secretary of
Defense shall establish a program element for the Ballistic Missile Defe
Organization, to be referred to as the "Cooperative Ballistic Missile Defe
Program”, to support technical and analytical cooperative efforts betwee
United States and other nations that contribute to United States ballistic
missile defense capabilities. Except as provided in subsection (b), all
international cooperative ballistic missile defense programs of the
Department of Defense shall be budgeted and administered through tha
program element.

(b) Authority for Exceptions.--The Secretary of Defense may exg
from the program element established pursuant to subsection (a) any
international cooperative ballistic missile defense program of the Departi
of Defense that after the date of the enactment of this Act is designated

Report Lanqguage
Page 671

Cooperative Ballistic Missile Defense program (sec. 233)

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 232) that would estab

n&ooperative Ballistic Missile Defense Program within the Ballistic Missile

nEeefense Organization (BMDO), to support on-going and future technical

nahnalytical cooperative efforts between the United States and other natior
contribute to U.S. missile defense capabilities.

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The Senate recedes with an amendment that would provide the
Secretary of Defense discretion to exclude certain ballistic missile defens
acquisition programs from the cooperative ballistic missile defense progr
element. The conferees understand that BMDO has developed plans for

luteation of a dedicated cooperative ballistic missile defense program ele
and look forward to this new program element in the fiscal year 1999 bug

megguest.
by the

Secretary of Defense (pursuant to applicable Department of Defense

acquisition regulations and policy) to be managed as a separate acquisition

program.

( ¢) Relationship to Other Program Elements.--The program element
established pursuant to subsection (a) is in addition to the program elem rCLts

for activities of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization required under
section 251 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 19
(Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 233; 10 U.S.C. 221 note).

Page 658-659
COOPERATIVE BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAM
The budget request included $38.7 million for the Arrow

ontinuation Experiments/Arrow Deployability (ACES/ADP) program (PE
§3872C), $12.9 million for the Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Boost Phase

ish a

and
s that

am
the
ment
lget

98



COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 658-659

Intercept (UAV BPI) program (PE 63870C), and $16.5 million for
the Tactical High Energy Laser (THEL) program (PE 63308A), all of whig
are U.S.-Israeli cooperative missile defense programs. The budget reque
included no funding for the Russian American Observation Satellite
(RAMOS) program and the Active Plasma Experiment (APEX) program,
of which are cooperative Russian-American programs.

The House bill would authorize $123.1 million in a new BMDO
program element (63XXXC) for cooperative international BMD programs

including $48.7 million for the Arrow program, an increase of $10. million;

the budget request for the UAV BPI program; $38.2 million for THEL, of
which $15.0 million was a funding increase and another $6.7 million wag
be funded by BMDO administrative accounts; and $30.0 million for RAM
and APEX.

The Senate amendment would authorize $53.7 million for Arrowl|i

PE 63872C, an increase of $15.0 million; $17.9 million for UAV BPI in P
63870C, an increase of $5.0 million; $51.5 million for THEL in PE 63308
an increase of $35.0 million; and no funding for RAMOS or APEX.

The conferees agree to authorize $50.7 million for Arrow in PE
63872C, an increase of $10.0 million; $16.4 million for UAV BPI in PE
63870C, an increase of $3.5 million; $51.0 million for THEL in PE 63308
an increase of $34.5 million; $13.0 million for RAMOS in PE 63173C; an
$8.0 million for APEX in PE 63173C.
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COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 658-659

The House recedes on its initiative to create a new cooperative H
PE for fiscal year 1998. A legislative provision to create a new cooperativ
BMD program element for fiscal year 1999 is described elsewhere in this|
report. The conferees expect that these programs and other appropriatsg
programs will be managed through this new cooperative BMD program
element.

MD
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COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists
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COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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MEDIUM EXTENDED AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM (MEADS)

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
56.232 47.956 47.95p 47.956 47.956 47.956 47
House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language

No bill language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 230

The budget request contained $47.9 million in PE 63869C for the Med
Extended Air Defense System (MEADS).

The Administration has identified the MEADS as a high priority Theat
Missile Defense (TMD) initiative and as an important international
cooperative development effort. While the committee supports MEADS, i
does so with some reluctance since the Administration currently has no
funding in fiscal year 1998 or the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP) to
continue MEADS development beyond the current project definition-
validation phase. The Administration's apparent lack of long-term
commitment to MEADS threatens both program stability and perceptions
U.S. reliability as a partner in current and future international cooperative
programs. The committee's support for MEADS is dependent on the
Administration's willingness to fund its continued development and the
Secretary of Defense is urged to provide adequate funding for this
development in the FYDP and to designate strongly MEADS as a core T

No bill language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No report language exists.
ium

eI

of

MD

program.

956

103



MEDIUM EXTENDED AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM (MEADS) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97) H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)
Statutory Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.

(SEE BMDO FUNDING SECTION FOR FY98 FUNDING)
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MEDIUM EXTENDED AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM (MEADS)(CONT)

FY97 FY98 Budget HAC House SAC Senate Appropriations
Appropriations Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
30.000 47.956 47.95p 47.956 47.956 47.956 47
House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 222

The Committee is concerned about the lack of focus in the Medium
Extended Area Defense System (MEADS) program, formerly Corps SAM
and the Boost Phase Interceptor (BPI) program. While the Committee
supports the general concept underlying both programs, it believes that 1
program is affordable. Due to the international commitment involved with
MEADS program, the Committee recommends a completion of the
Preliminary Design and Review program but remains concerned about th
future funding of this expensive program. Furthermore, the Committee s
the Air Force Airborne Laser (ABL) program as the prime program for
pursuing a boost phase capability. Therefore, the Committee recommen
appropriation for BPI as proposed in the House-passed Defense Authori:
bill.

Report Lanqguage
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No language exists.

No language exists.
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MEDIUM EXTENDED AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM (MEADS) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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JOINT THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
527.915 544.584 525.884 525.884 578.%84 578)584 583.584
House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists
Report Language Report Language
Page 228 Page 193-194
; ; i he efforts being performed at the Army Space and Strategic
The budget request did not contain a separate program element (PE) fgf¢ committee supports t .
cooperative ballistic missile defense (BMD) programs. The committee elfen;e Corln_mand s Advfar;]ceg Re§e3r°h lCenter (Alfg)'hT hhe ARC cc()jntlnu_es tlo pe a‘l
. ive ballistic missile defense programs with U\é% uable tool in support of the Army's development of both theater and national missile
co_ntlnues to support cooperative fense systems. Therefore, the committee recommends an increase of $7.0 million in
allies. _ _ | PE 63872C for support of the ARC. The budget request includes $38.7 million for
The budget request for cooperative BMD programs with Israel containe@mpoO's Israeli Cooperative Project, which includes funding for the Arrow ballisti¢
$38.7 million for the Arrow Continuation Experiments/Arrow Deployability missile defense system. The committee recommends an increase of $15.0 millign in
project (ACES/ADP) in PE 63872C, and $12.9 million for the Unmanned| PE 63872C to support interoperability design so the Arrow can operate alongsidé
Aerial Vehicle Boost Phase Intercept (UAV BPI) program in PE 63870C. [Tiegward deployed U.S. missile defense systems. The committee urges BMDO to
cidentify additional funds in the outyears to continue this important cooperative effort to

Israeli commitment to cooperative BMD development remains strong. Th
committee notes the accomplishments achieved to date by the U.S.-Israg
ACES/ADP project and recommends $48.7 million for the program, an
increase of $10.0 million. The committee believes that additional funding

The committee notes that the Secretary of Defense has requested that an addlitional

L Ensure that U.S. systems are fully complemented by the Arrow system.
$l]£ .0 million be added to the budget request to support the Department's efforts
Y elop a theater air and missile defense integrated systems architecture. The
committee supports this request and recommends an increase of $12.0 million i

to

n PE

63872C for this purpose.
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JOINT THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Language
Page 230

support efforts to deploy an Israeli ballistic missile defense capability whi
also providing valuable technological benefits to on-going U.S. TMD
programs.

Joint theater missile defense

The budget request contained $542.6 million for the Joint Theater Mis|
Defense (JTMD) in PE 63872C.

The Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) provides an essential test r
capability for Navy and other TMD programs. PMRF enhancements are
needed to ensure that the range can support the full scope of TMD testir]
required in the future. The committee recommends an increase of $20.0
million for the purpose of upgrading the PMRF.

The committee also directs the transfer of $38.7 million from PE 6387
to the new cooperative BMD PE 63XXXC to support the Israeli-U.S. effor
develop the Arrow ballistic missile defense system (project 2259). The de
of this transfer are discussed elsewhere in this report.

The committee recommends $523.9 million for the JTMD program.
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JOINT THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 658-659

COOPERATIVE BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAM

The budget request included $38.7 million for the Arrow
Continuation Experiments/Arrow Deployability (ACES/ADP) program (PE
63872C), $12.9 million for the Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Boost Phase
Intercept (UAV BPI) program (PE 63870C), and $16.5 million for the
Tactical High Energy Laser (THEL) program (PE 63308A), all of which al
U.S.-Israeli cooperative missile defense programs. The budget request
included no funding for the Russian American Observation Satellite
(RAMOS) program and the Active Plasma Experiment (APEX) program,
of which are cooperative Russian-American programs.

The House bill would authorize $123.1 million in a new BMDO
program element (63XXXC) for cooperative international BMD programs

including $48.7 million for the Arrow program, an increase of $10. million;

the budget request for the UAV BPI program; $38.2 million for THEL, of
which $15.0 million was a funding increase and another $6.7 million wag
be funded by BMDO administrative accounts; and $30.0 million for RAM
and APEX.

The Senate amendment would authorize $53.7 million for Arrowl|i

PE 63872C, an increase of $15.0 million; $17.9 million for UAV BPI in P
63870C, an increase of $5.0 million; $51.5 million for THEL in PE 63308
an increase of $35.0 million; and no funding for RAMOS or APEX.

[e

both
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JOINT THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 658-659

The conferees agree to authorize $50.7 million for Arrow in PE
63872C, an increase of $10.0 million; $16.4 million for UAV BPI in PE
63870C, an increase of $3.5 million; $51.0 million for THEL in PE 63308
an increase of $34.5 million; $13.0 million for RAMOS in PE 63173C; an
$8.0 million for APEX in PE 63173C.

The House recedes on its initiative to create a new cooperative H
PE for fiscal year 1998. A legislative provision to create a new cooperativ
BMD program element for fiscal year 1999 is described elsewhere in this|
report. The conferees expect that these programs and other appropriatsg
programs will be managed through this new cooperative BMD program
element.

MD
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JOINT THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE (CONT)

No language exists

Report Lanqguage

No language exists

FY97 FY98 Budget HAC House SAC Senate Appropriations
Appropriations Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
525.511 542.619 542.619 542.6[19 612.619 612/619 605
House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language

No language exists

Report Lanqguage
Page 126

419

Joint theater missile defense.--The Committee recommendation provides
$612,619,000 for joint theater missile defense, an increase of $70,000,000 to

the budget request. Of the additional funds, $33,400,000 is provided only
satisfy congressionally mandated multiple simultaneous engagement
requirements. The Committee directs that this increase shall be used on
support upgrade of the Pacific Missile Range Facility as required to meet
role as the test and evaluation range for the Navy's tactical ballistic miss
defense programs.

Advanced research center.--The Committee supports the efforts being

to
y to
its
le

performed at the Space and Strategic Defense Command's Advanced Research

Center [ARC]. The ARC continues to be a valuable tool in support of the

Army's development of both theater and national missile defense systems

Therefore, the Committee recommends an increase of $7,000,000, providing a

total of at least $18,000,000 to fund the SSDC's ARC.
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JOINT THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

(See BMDO funding section for funding chart on Joint TMD

programs.)
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BOOST PHASE INTERCEPT

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
24.300 12.884 .00 .000 17.885 17.884 16.38

(Transferred to
Cooperative PE)

Transferred to
Cooperative PE)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language

No bill language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 228

The budget request did not contain a separate program element (PE)
cooperative ballistic missile defense (BMD) programs. The committee
continues to support cooperative ballistic missile defense programs with
allies.

The budget request for cooperative BMD programs with Israel contain
$38.7 million for the Arrow Continuation Experiments/Arrow Deployability
project (ACES/ADP) in PE 63872C, and $12.9 million for the Unmanned
Aerial Vehicle Boost Phase Intercept (UAV BPI) program in PE 63870C.
Israeli commitment to cooperative BMD development remains strong. Th
committee notes the accomplishments achieved to date by the U.S.-Israg
ACES/ADP project and recommends $48.7 million for the program, an
increase of $10.0 million. The committee believes that additional funding
support efforts to deploy an Israeli ballistic missile defense capability whi
also providing valuable technological benefits to on-going U.S. TMD
programs.

Bill Language

No bill language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 192

fdoost phase interceptor

U.SThe budget request includes $12.9 million for the U.S.-Israeli boost ph

intercept system based on an unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV). This level

efunding, however, is insufficient to adequately support necessary risk
reduction efforts. Therefore, the committee recommends an increase of §
million in PE 63870C to support such efforts.
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BOOST PHASE INTERCEPT (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 228

The budget request contained $16.5 million within PE 63308A for the
Tactical High Energy Laser (THEL) program. The committee is aware that
the threat from tactical rockets and missiles is growing, as such systems|
proliferate world-wide. The U.S. and Israel are cooperating in an effort td
respond to this threat by developing a high energy laser that can destroy
tactical missiles in flight.

The committee recommends a legislative provision (sec. 236) that wo
transfer the THEL program from the Secretary of the Army to the director of
BMDO, and would authorize a total of $38.2 million for the THEL program.

The committee directs the transfer of $16.5 million from PE 63308A tp PE
63XXXC, a new program element that would consolidate cooperative ballistic
missile defense programs under BMDO management. The committee al$o
recommends an increase of $15.0 million to ensure completion of the first
phase of the program to design, build, integrate and test the THEL advanced
concept technology demonstrator and to begin developmental testing to
validate THEL capabilities. The committee further directs the director of
BMDO to provide the remaining $6.7 million required for the THEL program
from BMDO administrative accounts.

...The committee recommends $123.1 million to support the coopergtive
programs in the new PE63XXXC. This amount includes the transfers of $38.7
million from PE 63872C, $12.9 million from PE 63870C, $16.5 million fragm
PE 63308A, and an increase of $55.0 million over the amounts requested.
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BOOST PHASE INTERCEPT (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97) H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)
Statutory Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.

(SEE BMDO FUNDING SECTION FOR FY98 FUNDING)
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BOOST PHASE INTERCEPT (BPI) (CONT)

385

FY97 FY98 Budget HAC House SAC Senate Appropriations
Appropriations Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
24.300 12.884 0.00D 0.000 17.885 17.885 16.
House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 222

The Committee is concerned about the lack of focus in the Medium
Extended Area Defense System (MEADS) program, formerly Corps SAM
and the Boost Phase Interceptor (BPI) program. While the Committee
supports the general concept underlying both programs, it believes that i
program is affordable. Due to the international commitment involved with
MEADS program, the Committee recommends a completion of the
Preliminary Design and Review program but remains concerned about th
future funding of this expensive program. Furthermore, the Committee s
the Air Force Airborne Laser (ABL) program as the prime program for
pursuing a boost phase capability. Therefore, the Committee recommen
appropriation for BPI as proposed in the House-passed Defense Authori:
bill.

Report Lanqguage

neither
the
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ees

ds no
ration

No language exists.

No language exists.
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BOOST PHASE INTERCEPT (BPI) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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CRUISE MISSILE DEFENSE

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 37-40

SEC. 234. ANNUAL REPORT ON THREAT POSED TO THE UNITED
STATES BY WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION, BALLISTIC MISSIL
AND CRUISE MISSILES.

(a) Annual Report.--The Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congr
by January 30 of each year a report on the threats posed to the United
and allies of the United States--

(1) by weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, and cruise
missiles; and

(2) by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, ballistic
missiles, and cruise missiles.

(b) Consultation.--Each report submitted under subsection (a) shall
prepared in consultation with the Director of Central Intelligence.

(c) Matters To Be Included.--Each report submitted under subsectior
shall include the following:

Bill Language

No bill language exists.
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CRUISE MISSILE DEFENSE(CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 37-40

(1) Identification of each foreign country and non-State organizati
that possesses weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise

missiles, and a description of such weapons and missiles with respect tg each

such foreign country and non-State organization.

(2) A description of the means by which any foreign country and non-

State organization that has achieved capability with respect to weapons
mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise missiles has achieved that
capability, including a description of the international network of foreign

of

countries and private entities that provide assistance to foreign countries and

non-State organizations in achieving that capability.

(3) An examination of the doctrines that guide the use of weapong of

mass destruction in each foreign country that possesses such weapons.

(4) An examination of the existence and implementation of the co
mechanisms that exist with respect to nuclear weapons in each foreign
country that possesses such weapons.

htrol
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CRUISE MISSILE DEFENSE(CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 37-40

(5) Identification of each foreign country and non-State organizati
that seeks to acquire or develop (indigenously or with foreign assistance
weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise missiles, and a
description of such weapons and missiles with respect to each such fore
country and non-State organization.

(6) An assessment of various possible timelines for the achievemsd

foreign countries and non-State organizations of capability with respect to

weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, and cruise missiles, taki
into account the probability of whether the Russian Federation and the

gn

2nt by

ng

People's Republic of China will comply with the Missile Technology Control

Regime, the potential availability of assistance from foreign technical
specialists, and the potential for independent sales by foreign private en
without authorization from their national Governments.

(7) For each foreign country or non-State organization that has no
achieved the capability to target the United States or its territories with
weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise missiles as of t
date of the enactment of this Act, an estimate of how far in advance the
United States is likely to be warned before such foreign country or non-§
organization achieves that capability.
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CRUISE MISSILE DEFENSE(CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 37-40

(8) For each foreign country or non-State organization that has n
achieved the capability to target members of the United States Armed F
deployed abroad with weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, o
cruise missiles as of the date of the enactment of this Act, an estimate o
far in advance the United States is likely to be warned before such foreig
country or non-State organization achieves that capability.

(d) Classification.--Each report under subsection (a) shall be submitt
classified and unclassified form.
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CRUISE MISSILE

DEFENSE(CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 260

Section 234--Annual Report on Threat Posed to the United States by We
of Mass Destruction, Ballistic Missiles, and Cruise Missiles

The committee believes that awareness of information and assessment€ruise Missile (CALCM) research and development or production fundin

concerning evolving threats to U.S. national security is essential to inforn
congressional debate and decision-making. To that end, the committee
believes that a comprehensive description and assessment of the threats
by weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and ballistic and cruise missiles
the U.S. and its allies would be an essential informational for Congress 4
the public.

Therefore, this provision would direct the Secretary of Defense, in
consultation with the Director of Central Intelligence, to prepare and sub
to Congress by January 30, 1998, and January 30 of each subsequent y
report on threats posed to the U.S. and its allies by cruise missiles, ballig
missiles, and weapons of mass destruction, and the proliferation of such
technologies. The report should be prepared in classified and unclassifig
form, to assure the most complete information and widest distribution
possible.

Report Lanqguage
Page 179

afonyentional Air-Launched Cruise Missile Block Il upgrade
The budget request did not include funds for Conventional Air-Launch

nédcal year 1998. However, the committee has been informed that the Air
Force intends to use fiscal year 1997 funds for CALCM Block 1l developn
5 pasgletvo other related CALCM projects. By combining the CALCM Precis
t&trike Demonstration technology with a new warhead concept, the Air Fg
wrftbpes to be able to attack hard and buried targets from long range.
Accordingly, the committee recommends an increase of $3.5 million to tH
budget request to complete Block Il engineering and manufacturing
mitevelopment. Moreover, the committee encourages the Air Force to repr
péunds as necessary to procure Block Il CALCM should development effor
tiprove successful.

dTheater battle management system

The budget request included $24.0 million for theater battle managem
command and control research and development. Theater battle manag
system (TBM) is designed to integrate air support for ground forces throu
the air support operations center (ASOC). The committee understands t
additional $4.0 million would accelerate TBM development in fiscal year
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CRUISE MISSILE DEFENSE(CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

information flow between Army corps elements and the ASOC, including
of Air Force information to support targeting and resource allocation
decisions. Accordingly, the committee recommends an increase of $4.0
million to the budget request for TBM.

Report Lanqguage
Page 179

Cruise missile defense

flow

Given the growing threat posed by cruise missiles, the committee confinues

to support development of a comprehensive cruise missile defense
architecture, integrated into DOD's overall air and theater missile defens
efforts. Because counter cruise missile technologies have matured at the
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), and because D
funding to support key sensor technologies ends in fiscal year 1998, the
committee strongly urges the Air Force to begin to integrate these
technologies into operational platforms. Specifically, the committee
recommends an increase of $10.0 million in PE 27417F to begin the nec|
upgrades to the Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS), and af
increase of $10.0 million in PE 27581F to begin necessary upgrades to t
Joint Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS). The com
expects the Air Force to continue these two important initiatives in the fu
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CRUISE MISSILE

DEFENSE(CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 38-39

SEC. 234. ANNUAL REPORT ON THREAT POSED TO THE UNITED
STATES BY WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION, BALLISTIC MISSIL
AND CRUISE MISSILES.

(a) Annual Report.--The Secretary of Defense shall submit to
Congress by January 30 of each year a report on the threats posed to th
United States and allies of the United States--

(1) by weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, and cruise
missiles; and

(2) by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, ballistic
missiles, and cruise missiles.

(b) Consultation.--Each report submitted under subsection (a) sh
be prepared in consultation with the Director of Central Intelligence.

(c) Matters To Be Included.--Each report submitted under subsect
(a) shall include the following:

(1) Identification of each foreign country and non-State organizati
that possesses weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise
missiles, and a description of such weapons and missiles with respect td

Report Lanqguage
Page 671-672

destruction, ballistic missiles, and cruise missiles (sec. 234)
ES,

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 234) that would direct|
Secretary of Defense, in consultation with the Director of Central Intellige
to prepare and submit to Congress by January 30 of each year, a report

ethreats posed to the United States and its allies by cruise missiles, ballist
missiles, and weapons of mass destruction, and the proliferation of such
technologies.

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The Senate recedes.

Page 633-634 (Air Force)

Cruise missile defense
all The budget request included no funds to begin transitioning sens
technology from the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DAR
to the Air Force for insertion into the Airborne Warning and Control Syste
YAWACS) or the Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System (JSTAR
for cruise missile defense.
The House bill would authorize the budget request.

27417F to begin the necessary upgrades to AWACS, and $10.0 million t
1F to begin necessary upgrades to JSTARS.

'Yhe Senate amendment would authorize increases of $10.0 million to PE

Annual report on the threat posed to the United States by weapons of mass
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such foreign country and non-State organization.
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CRUISE MISSILE

DEFENSE(CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 38-39

(2) A description of the means by which any foreign country and
State organization that has achieved capability with respect to weapons
mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise missiles has achieved that
capability, including a description of the international network of foreign
countries and private entities that provide assistance to foreign countries
non-State organizations in achieving that capability.

(3) An examination of the doctrines that guide the use of weapongtod conferees strongly urge the Air Force to begin to integrate these

mass destruction in each foreign country that possesses such weapons.

(4) An examination of the existence and implementation of the
control mechanisms that exist with respect to nuclear weapons in each f
country that possesses such weapons.

(5) Identification of each foreign country and non-State organiza
that seeks to acquire or develop (indigenously or with foreign assistance|
weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise missiles, and &
description of such weapons and missiles with respect to each such fore
country and non-State organization.

Report Language (Air Force)
Page 633-634

non- The conferees agree to authorize an increase of $3.0 million in H
pR7581F to begin necessary upgrades to JSTARS for cruise missile defen

support development of a comprehensive cruise missile defense architeg
#tdgrated into DOD's overall air and theater missile defense efforts. Bec
counter cruise missile technologies have matured at DARPA, and becau
DARPA funding to support key sensor technologies ends in fiscal year 14

technologies into operational platforms, specifically into the AWACS and

JSTARS platforms. The conferees expect the Air Force to assume these

important initiatives. To support these efforts, the conferees encourage t

briéayne to prepare expeditiously the report on cruise missile defense direc
the statement of managers accompanying the conference report on H.R.
(H. Rept. 105-265). The conferees understand that the Air Force's report

i@onclude that the Air Force should apply additional funds to cruise missil
defense upgrades to the AWACS or JSTARS programs during fiscal yeal
1998 beyond those approved in this Act. If that is the conclusion of the rg

ighe conferees would be willing to entertain a request to reallocate funds
the AWACS or JSTARS programs, or to reprogram funds from other
activities.

PE
se.

Given the growing threat posed by cruise missiles, the conferees continiie to
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CRUISE MISSILE DEFENSE(CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 38-39

(6) An assessment of various possible timelines for the achieve
by foreign countries and non-State organizations of capability with respe
weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, and cruise missiles, taki
into account the probability of whether the Russian Federation and the

ment
ctto
g

People's Republic of China will comply with the Missile Technology Control

Regime, the potential availability of assistance from foreign technical
specialists, and the potential for independent sales by foreign private en
without authorization from their national Governments.

(7) For each foreign country or non-State organization that has r
achieved the capability to target the United States or its territories with
weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise missiles as of t
date of the enactment of this Act, an estimate of how far in advance the
United States is likely to be warned before such foreign country or non-§
organization achieves that capability.

(8) For each foreign country or non-State organization that has r
achieved the capability to target members of the United States Armed F
deployed abroad with weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or
cruise missiles as of the date of the enactment of this Act, an estimate o
far in advance the United States is likely to be warned before such foreig
country or non-State organization achieves that capability.

(d) Classification.--Each report under subsection (a) shall be
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CRUISE MISSILE DEFENSE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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CRUISE MISSILE DEFENSE (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference

H.R 2266: H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Language (Air Force)
Page 129

CRUISE MISSILE DEFENSE

The conferees are concerned about the growing threat posed by adv
air-launched and surface-launched cruise missiles and urge the Departn
pursue an enhanced capability on the AWACS to detect, track, and ident
cruise missiles. The conferees direct the Air Force to provide a report on
specific schedule and funding plans for continued development of this ne
capability.
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NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE (NMD)

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
858.437 504.631 978.631 978.631 978.631 978631 97§
House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
Page 46-49

No language exists.

Section 221. National Missile Defense Program

(a) Program Structure.--To preserve the option of achieving an initial
operational capability in fiscal year 2003, the Secretary of Defense shall
ensure that the National Missile Defense Program is structured and
programmed for funding so as to support a test, in fiscal year 1999, of an
integrated national missile defense system that is representative of the
national missile defense system architecture that could achieve initial
operational capability in fiscal year 2003.

(b) Elements of NMD System.--The national missile defense system
architecture specified in subsection (a) shall consist of the following
elements:

(1) An interceptor system that optimizes defensive coverage of the

continental United States, Alaska, and Hawaii against limited ballistic
missile attack (whether accidental, unauthorized, or deliberate).

(2) Ground-based radars.

(3) Space-based sensors.

(4) Battle management, command, control, and communications
(BM/C3).
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NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE (NMD) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 46-49

(c) Plan for NMD System Development and Deployment.--Not later than

February 15, 1998, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the congres

sional

defense committees a plan for the development and deployment of a nafional

missile defense system that could achieve initial operational capability in
fiscal year 2003. The plan shall include the following matters:

(1) A detailed description of the system architecture selected for
development.

(2) A discussion of the justification for the selection of that particd
architecture.

(3) The Secretary's estimate of the amounts of the appropriations
would be necessary for research, development, test, evaluation, and for
procurement for each of fiscal years 1999 through 2003 in order to achig
an initial operational capability of the system architecture in fiscal year
2003.

(4) For each activity necessary for the development and deployms
the national missile defense system architecture selected by the Secretg
would at some point conflict with the terms of the ABM Treaty, if any--

(A) a description of the activity;
(B) a description of the point at which the activity would conflic
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with the terms of the ABM Treaty;
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NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE (NMD) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 46-49

(C) the legal analysis justifying the Secretary's determination
regarding the point at which the activity would conflict with the terms of t
ABM Treaty; and

(D) an estimate of the time at which such point would be reach
order to achieve a test of an integrated missile defense system in fiscal )
1999 and initial operational capability of such a system in fiscal year 200

(d) Funding for Fiscal Year 1998.--Of the funds authorized to be

appropriated under section 201(4), $978,091,000 shall be available for t
national missile defense program.

the Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Sovi
Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, si
at Moscow on May 26, 1972, and includes the Protocol to that treaty, si
at Moscow on July 3, 1974

(e) ABM Treaty Defined.--In this section, the term "ABM Treaty" me{ns
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NATIONAL MISSILE DE

FENSE (NMD) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 231-233

National missile defense

The budget request contained $504.1 million for National Missile Defe
(NMD) in PE 63871C, $324.7 million less than appropriated for fiscal yed
1997. The Secretary of Defense recently informed the committee that NN
funding in the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP) is inadequate to supp
program and identified a fiscal year 1998 shortfall of $474.0 million, part
total shortfall of at least $2.3 billion over the FYDP.

The committee has consistently believed that proposed NMD budgets
inadequate to support the Administration's "three plus three" deploymen
readiness program. As early as 1994, the committee was informed by th
BMDO that annual NMD funding of $600 million was required for a viablg
technology readiness program. BMDO reported then that annual funding
the range of only $450 million "could seriously damage our NMD readine
strategy and would likely permit projected third world threats to the home
to materialize prior to any viable NMD deployment capability.” In 1995,
BMDO informed the committee that a "three plus three" deployment read
program would require annual development funding of $800 million to $9
million. However, the Administration's annual funding requests have
consistently fallen hundreds of millions of dollars short of the levels need
for a viable program. Even after the Administration provides additional
outyear funding for NMD, the program schedule will be challenging and
committee is concerned that several factors may undermine the viability
even the Administration's option to deploy an NMD by 2003.

Report Lanqguage
Page 127

Section 221. National Missile Defense program.

nse The committee continues to support a focused effort to develop and d
ira National Missile Defense (NMD) system to defend the United States ag
ibmited ballistic missile attacks. The committee acknowledges that the

obption of deploying such a system in fiscal year 2003. Recognizing the
continuing controversy over NMD deployment policy, the committee
wereommends a provision that would strengthen the option to deploy an N
system in fiscal year 2003 without specifically establishing an overarchin
2 deployment policy. This provision would require the Secretary of Defense
> structure and fund the NMD program so as to support an integrated NM
isystem test in fiscal year 1999. The provision would also require the Sec
sef Defense to prepare a plan for the development and deployment of an

Finally, the provision recommends an authorization of $978.1 million for
ild® in fiscal year 1998.
50
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NATIONAL MISSILE DE

FENSE (NMD) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 231-233

First, the previous Under Secretary for Acquisition and Technology
testified to the committee that no long lead procurement funding for NML
had been budgeted anywhere in the FYDP because no deployment decis
had been made. The committee remains concerned that unless appropr
funds for long lead procurement, military construction, and deployment
planning are programmed in fiscal year 1999, the option to deploy an NN
by 2003 will be unavailable. Accordingly, the committee directs the Direc
of BMDO to provide a report to the Congressional defense committees by
February 1, 1998, detailing long lead procurement, military construction,
deployment planning, and any other acquisition activity that must be fun
prior to a decision to deploy an NMD in order to ensure that deployment
2003 could be achieved; the cost of these activities; and how BMDO inte
to preserve a 2003 deployment option if these activities are not funded irj
fiscal year 1999 budget request.

Second, the committee is concerned with persistent NMD program
organizational difficulties, particularly the delays in establishing the NMD
joint program office and awarding the lead system integrator contracts. T
committee urges the Secretary to ensure that all management and contr
difficulties are identified and addressed in an expedited manner in an eff
provide some long overdue stability to the program.

Third, the committee notes that inadequate investments in test asset:
increased technical and schedule risk for BMD programs, including NMDO
recent test failure, due to human error in the launch sequence of a NMD

Report Lanqguage
Page 192-193

National Missile Defense

sion The budget request for the National Missile Defense (NMD) program
ak504.1 million. The committee has maintained for the last several years
the NMD program is severely underfunded. In the context of the Quadre
1Defense Review, the Department of Defense has acknowledged this fung
ashortfall and recommended an increase of $474.0 million for NMD in fisc
year 1998, and approximately $2.3 billion over the years of the Future Ye
andfense Program (FYDP). The committee notes that this does not includ
iédnding for the actual deployment of an NMD system.
by Although the committee is pleased that the Secretary of Defense has
nds clarify actual NMD funding requirements, it is disappointed that it has
tiaden so long. Even with significant congressional increases over the lag
years, the NMD program remains high risk, largely due to the Departme
failure to adequately fund robust testing activities. Unfortunately, the add
of $474.0 million in fiscal year 1998 will do little in the near- term to
heompensate for this neglect. The committee is concerned by the lack of ¢
actccompanying the Secretary of Defense's request to increase the NMD
Oprimgram budget by $2.3 billion over the FYDP. In addition, the committee
not satisfied with the degree of information provided to date on how past
5 NdD funding increases have been spent. Therefore, the committee direg
.Pecretary of Defense to submit a report to the congressional defense
tesimmittees, not later than November 1, 1997, providing a detailed accol
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NATIONAL MISSILE DE

FENSE (NMD) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 231-233

additional test targets were not available. The committee finds this kind ¢
delay unacceptable for such a high priority program. Accordingly, the
committee directs the Director of BMDO to report to the Congressional
defense committees by February 1, 1998, on the specific steps that are b
taken, and those that should be taken but are not, to mitigate schedule r
and the potential for single point failures resulting from inadequate test g
Finally, the committee notes that NMD battle management/command,
control, and communications (BM/C3) funding has declined dramatically
each of the last two fiscal years. Effective BM/C3 is of central importance
the success of all ballistic missile defense efforts. While the committee is
encouraged that reuse of theater missile defense BM/C3 software is beir

emphasized by BMDO as a means of speeding development and reducinghieskavy Upper Tier theater missile defense (TMD) system could be emp

and cost, NMD software development remains a significant challenge. T
committee believes that BM/C3 development and risk reduction efforts
deserve priority attention and urges DOD to establish reuse of TMD BM/
as a significant evaluation criterion in future NMD system contract award
consistent with system requirements.

The committee believes that deployment of a national missile defense
remains a national priority and recommends $978.1 million, an increase
$474.0 million.

Report Lanqguage
Page 192-193

fand a detailed plan for the allocation of NMD funding in the FYDP. In
addition, the Secretary shall provide a detailed description of the cost
estimating and cost control mechanisms in place within DOD for the NM

eprggram, and an assessment of whether they are adequate.

sksThe committee supports the NMD Joint Program Office and the decisi

BMDO to proceed expeditiously with selection of an LSI contractor and tH
imverall NMD program. Therefore, the committee recommends an increas
t8474.0 million in PE 63871C.

The committee believes that BMDO should continue to explore sea-bg
oNMD options. The committee is aware of analysis that shows that a vers

hén an NMD role. Therefore, the committee directs the Director of BMDO t

submit a report to the congressional defense committees by February 15

C8escribing whether and how the Navy Upper Tier program could be upgr

sin the future to provide a limited NMD capability. The report should addrd
the technical issues associated with a sea-based NMD option as well as|
associated with such a concept. The report should also address whether

ohow a sea-based NMD system could be integrated into and supplement
ground- based NMD system, and whether and how a sea-based system
provide additional capabilities in support of the requirements for the exis
NMD program

sagtard a contract for a lead system integrator (LSI). The committee urge$

D

on to
D
e

e of

sed
on of
loyed
0
, 1998,
aded
Sss
costs
and

A
could

ing

135



NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE (NMD) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 230-231

Multilateralization of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty

The committee notes the Administration's decision to seek to expand
beyond Russia the number of states party to the 1972 U.S.-Soviet Anti-
Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty to include three former republics of the Soy
Union.

The committee is concerned with the Administration's contention that
multilateralizing the ABM Treaty is not a substantive change to the treaty
terms and, therefore, Congressional approval is not required. In a report]
Congress in November 1996, the Administration asserted that "the resol
of succession questions has long been regarded as a function of the Exe
Branch" and that the notion of Congressional approval of any successior
agreement "would cast doubt on well-established principles of treaty
succession.”

The committee believes that the issue of whether or not multilateralizg
involves substantive changes to ABM Treaty has less to do with the ques
of which states are appropriate successors than with the rights accorded
states under the agreement reached. For example, the treaty allows the
to deploy up to 100 ABM interceptors. However, the administration has s
that Russia will be granted exclusive rights to deploy the full complement
100 interceptors on its side. In other words, although the former Soviet s
of Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan might become parties to the treaty,
would not be allowed to deploy ABM interceptors on their national territof
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In the committee's view, this represents a modification to the rights of the

states party to the ABM Treaty, and, therefore a substantive change to tTe

treaty.
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NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE (NMD) (CONT)
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Report Lanqguage
Page 230-231

Furthermore, the committee believes that the addition of multiple coeq
parties to the ABM Treaty would substantively change the process by wh
treaty revisions to might be negotiated. Four parties, each of equal legal
standing but with varying rights accorded under the treaty, would presun
have to agree unanimously to amend the treaty if the U.S. pursues such
amendments. Such a process is substantively different than negotiating
one equal party.

Deployment of an effective national missile defense capable of defend
all fifty states, even against a limited ballistic missile threat, will likely req
amendment of the treaty. With five parties where there were once only ty
the treaty amendment process would be rendered much more difficult, a
perhaps impossible. Thus, even while the Administration purports to be
committed to an NMD deployment option, it simultaneously supports a
change to the ABM Treaty that could render any such deployment option
short of abrogating the treaty, implausible.

The committee believes that multilateralization represents a substanti
change to the ABM Treaty, and, as such, that the Administration is requ
to submit any such proposal to Congress for appropriate review and app
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SEC. 232. BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS FOR
PROCUREMENT FOR BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAMS.

(a) Requirement for Inclusion in Budget of BMDO.--(1) Chapter ¢
title 10, United States Code, is amended by inserting after section 222 tl
following new section:

"Sec. 224. Ballistic missile defense programs: display of amount
procurement

"(a) Requirement.--Any amount in the budget submitted to Cong
under section 1105 of title 31 for any fiscal year for procurement for a
Department of Defense missile defense program described in subsectior
shall be set forth under the account of the Department of Defense for
Defense-wide procurement and, within that account, under the subaccoy
other budget activity level) for the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization

"(b) Covered Programs.--Subsection (a) applies to the following
missile defense programs of the Department of Defense:

"(1) The National Missile Defense program.

"(2) Any system that is part of the core theater missile defense program.

Report Lanqguage
Page 671

Budgetary treatment of amounts for procurement for ballistic missile defe
programs (sec. 232)

of The House bill contained a provision (sec. 231) that would requir
duture budget requests for procurement of the National Missile Defense
program and for core theater missile defense programs to be within the
accounts of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) rather the
5 g accounts of the military services.

The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 226) that wq
direct the Secretary of Defense to transfer ballistic missile defense progr
rdyocurement funds previously managed by the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization from military service accounts back to their original BMDO
pcurement accounts.

The Senate recedes with an amendment that combines the Hou

nih@Senate provisions.
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Subtitle C--Ballistic Missile Defense Programs
SEC. 231. NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAM.
(a) Program Structure.--To preserve the option of achieving an

initial operational capability in fiscal year 2003, the Secretary of Defensg
shall ensure that the National Missile Defense Program is structured ang

programmed for funding so as to support a test, in fiscal year 1999, of an achieve initial operational capability in fiscal year 2003. Finally, the provi

integrated national missile defense system that is representative of the
national missile defense system architecture that could achieve initial
operational capability in fiscal year 2003.

(b) Elements of NMD System.--The national missile defense sys
architecture specified in subsection (a) shall consist of the following
elements:

(1) An interceptor system that optimizes defensive coverage of t
continental United States, Alaska, and Hawaii against limited ballistic mis
attack (whether accidental, unauthorized, or deliberate).

(2) Ground-based radars.

(3) Space-based sensors.

(4) Battle management, command, control, and communications|
(BM/C3).

Report Lanqguage
Page 671

National Missile Defense Program (sec. 231)

The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 225) that w(
require the Secretary of Defense to structure the National Missile Defeng
(NMD) program to support an integrated NMD system test in fiscal year
1999. The provision would also require the Secretary of Defense to prep
plan for the development and deployment of an NMD system that could

would authorize $978.1 million for NMD in fiscal year 1998.
The House bill contained no similar provision.
The House recedes.
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(c) Plan for NMD System Development and Deployment.--Not la
than February 15, 1998, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the
congressional defense committees a plan for the development and depl
of a national missile defense system that could achieve initial operations
capability in fiscal year 2003. The plan shall include the following matter

(1) A detailed description of the system architecture selected for
development.

(2) A discussion of the justification for the selection of that
particular architecture.

(3) The Secretary's estimate of the amounts of the appropriation
would be necessary for research, development, test, evaluation, and for
procurement for each of fiscal years 1999 through 2003 in order to achig
an initial operational capability of the system architecture in fiscal year
2003.

(4) For each activity necessary for the deve|opment and dep|0ymm Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) The conferees note that thig

of the national missile defense system architecture selected by the Secr
that would at some point conflict with the terms of the ABM Treaty, if any

(A) a description of the activity;
(B) a description of the point at which the activity would conflict v
the terms of the ABM Treaty;

Report Lanqguage
Page 657-658

ter NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE

byment
| National Missile Defense (NMD) program. Following the budget submiss

s-and pursuant to the Quadrennial Defense Review, the Secretary of Defe
requested that the NMD budget request be increased by $474.0 million f
fiscal year 1998.

of $474.0 million for the NMD program.
The conferees agree to authorize an increase of $474.0 million f
s NP program.
The conferees have expressed concern for some time that the N
vBrogram has been underfunded. The Department of Defense has

million in fiscal year 1998, and approximately $2.3 billion over the years

2 include any funding for the actual deployment of an NMD system.
_Although the conferees are pleased that the Secretary of Defense has s(
rectify NMD funding shortfalls, they are disappointed that it has taken so
long. Even with significant congressional increases over the last two yeal
vithMD program remains high risk, largely due to the administration's failu
adequately fund robust testing activities.

The budget request included $504.1 million in PE 63871C for thé

The House bill and Senate amendment would authorize an incre

acknowledged this funding shortfall and recommended an increase of $4
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(C) the legal analysis justifying the Secretary's determination
regarding the point at which the activity would conflict with the terms of t
ABM Treaty; and

(D) an estimate of the time at which such point would be reache
order to achieve a test of an integrated missile defense system in fiscal )
1999 and initial operational capability of such a system in fiscal year 200

(d) Funding for Fiscal Year 1998.--Of the funds authorized to be

appropriated under section 201(4), $978,091,000 shall be available for thedetailed accounting of how NMD funds have been spent since the begini

National Missile Defense Program.

(e) ABM Treaty Defined.--In this section, the term "ABM Treaty"
means the Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Syste
signed at Moscow on May 26, 1972, and includes the Protocol to that tre
signed at Moscow on July 3, 1974.

Report Lanqguage
Page 657-658

Unfortunately, the addition of $474.0 million in fiscal year 1998 w

concerned by the lack of detail accompanying the Secretary of Defense's
I irquest to increase the NMD program budget by $2.3 billion over the FY
daraddition, the conferees are not satisfied with the degree of information
Jprovided to date on how past NMD funding increases have been spent.
Therefore, the conferees direct the Secretary of Defense to submit a repq
the congressional defense committees by February 15, 1998, providing 4

of fiscal year 1996 and a detailed plan for the allocation of NMD funding
the FYDP. In addition, the Secretary shall provide a detailed description
cost estimating and cost control mechanisms in place within DOD for the
ObNMD program, and an assessment of whether they are adequate.
ms, The conferees believe that BMDO should continue to understandg
aiysues associated with sea-based NMD options. The conferees are awar
analysis that shows that a version of the Navy Upper Tier TMD system ¢
be employed in an NMD role. Therefore, the conferees direct the Directo
BMDO to submit a report to the congressional defense committees by
February 15, 1998, describing whether and how the Navy Upper Tier prdg
could be upgraded in the future to provide a limited NMD capability. The
report should address the technical issues associated with a sea-based
option as well as costs associated with such a concept. The report shoul

helo little in the near-term to compensate for this problem. The conferees are
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SEC. 1301. PRESIDENTIAL REPORT CONCERNING DETARGETING
RUSSIAN STRATEGICMISSILES.

(a) Required Report.--Not later than January 1, 1998, the Presid
shall submit to Congress a report concerning detargeting of Russian strg

missiles. The report shall address each of the following:

(1) Whether a Russian ICBM that was formerly, but is no longer,
targeted at a site in the United States would be automatically retargeted

site in the United States in the event of the accidental launch of the misg f

(2) Whether missile detargeting would prevent or significantly

reduce the possibility of an unauthorized missile launch carried out by th
Russian General Staff and prevent or significantly reduce the consequemt‘tﬁ% tlgre

the United States of such a launch.

(3) Whether missile detargeting would pose a significant obstacl
an unauthorized launch carried out by an operational level below the Ru
General Staff if missile operators at such an operational level acquired

missile launch codes or had the technical expertise to override missile 13

codes.

(4) The plausibility of an accidental launch of a Russian ICBM,
compared to the possibility of a deliberate missile launch, authorized or
unauthorized, resulting from Russian miscalculation, overreaction, or
aggression.

Report Lanqguage
Page 657-658

into and supplement a ground-based NMD system, whether and, if so, h
sea-based system would provide needed additional capabilities in suppo

tegiald comply with the ABM Treaty.

Page 822

ﬁlgﬁesidential report concerning detargeting of Russian strategic missiles
301)

e

sident to certify to Congress by January 1, 1998 whether the Unit
| States is able to verify by technical means that Russian intercontinental
[ grqistic missiles (ICBMs) are not targeted at the United States; the lengt

S0

accidental launch.
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

etite requirements for the existing NMD program, and whether such a sys

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 1206) that would requ

>%lme it would take for a detargeted Russian ICBM to be retargeted againg
%in the United States; and whether a detargeted Russian ICBM would
automatically retargeted against a site in the United States in the event @

D&ddress whether and, if so, how a sea-based NMD system could be integrated
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(5) The national security benefits derived from detargeting Unite
States and Russian ICBMs.

(6) The relative consequences to the United States of an
unauthorized or accidental launch of a Russian ICBM that has been
detargeted and one that has not been detargeted.

(b) Definitions.--For purposes of subsection (a):

(1) The term "Russian ICBM" means an intercontinental ballistic
missile of the Russian Federation.

(2) The term "accidental launch" means a missile launch resultin
from mechanical failure.

Report Lanqguage
Page 822

The conferees note that the Secretary of Defense was directed if
House report on H.R. 3230 (H. Rept. 104-563), the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997, to provide a report on the verifiab
and military significance of the Moscow Declaration of January 14, 1994,
May 16, 1997, the Secretary submitted a report to Congress which state
the United States could not independently verify that Russian intercontin
ballistic missiles were no longer targeted at the United States and that
detargeted Russian ICBMs could be quickly retargeted within minutes. W
regard to detargeted U.S. ICBMs, the report stated that these missiles cd
retargeted in a short time.

The conferees believe that efforts between the United States ang
Russian Federation to lower the threat of a massive nuclear exchange a
laudable goals and encourage measures that would make a substantive
contribution toward enhancing strategic stability. The conferees agree th
important to have a full understanding of what particular agreements me
relative to achieving those goals. The conferees support a careful analys
the advantages and limitations of the missile detargeting agreement.
Therefore, the conferees agree to a provision that would require the Preg
to submit a report to Congress that addresses issues regarding the deta
of Russian strategic missiles
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SEC. 1306. RECONSTITUTION OF COMMISSION TO ASSESS THE
BALLISTIC MISSILE THREAT TO THE UNITED STATES.

(a) Initial Organization Requirements.--Section 1321(g) of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public Law 104
201; 110 Stat. 2712) is amended--

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking out "not later than 45 days after theomplete its original charter.

date of the enactment of this Act" and inserting in lieu thereof "not later t
30 days after the date of the enactment of the National Defense Authori:
Act for Fiscal Year 1998"; and

(2) in paragraph (2)--

(A) by striking out "30 days" and inserting in lieu thereof "60 days"

and
(B) by striking out ", but not earlier than October 15, 1996".

(b) Funding.--Section 1328 of such Act (110 Stat. 2714) is amen
by inserting "and fiscal year 1998" after "for fiscal year 1997".

Report Language
Page 824

Reconstitution of Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat to thg
United States (sec. 1306)

The conferees agree to include a provision that would extend by

-year the time for the Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat tg
United States, established pursuant to Subtitle B of Title XlII of the Natio
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public Law 104-201), to
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Appropriations Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
833.437 504.631 978.091 978.0p1 978.091 978|091 97§
House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page222

The Committee believes that National Missile Defense (NMD) is one of

the highest national security priorities. The Committee is concerned abo
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and the possible emergence
ballistic missile threat from a rogue nation.

The Department requested $504,091,000 for National Missile Defens
(NMD). The Committee recommends $978,091,000, an increase of
$474,000,000, as proposed in both the House and Senate Authorization
The Committee concurs with the recommendations of the Quadrennnial
Defense Review and recommends additional funds to significantly reducg
cost, schedule and technical risk associated with the current NMD progr
The Committee is pleased with the recent successful NMD flight test whi
demonstrated the ability of an Exoatmospheric Kill Vehicle (EKV) optical
seeker to identify and track a set of threat targets and discriminate betwe
warheads and decoys. However, the Committee remains concerned abo

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 125

National missile defense.--The Committee has provided an increase g
Htge4,000,000 to the budget request for national missile defense,

t @b@mmending a total appropriation of $978,091,000 for this important
national priority.

F  The increase reflects the Committee's stated support for timely

bilsncept. The Defense Department is currently holding a competition for
NMD system concepts. Following this competition, the Defense Departn

2 1A be in a better position to assess the cost and schedule plans for NMI]

Aiflevelopment.

th  The Committee believes that the military services and the Ballistic Mi
Defense Organization must work closely together in order to develop the
&bst effective national missile defense system. The Committee believes t

Hteiting assets should be considered wherever possible in order to devel

development and thorough testing of the national missile defense systen)
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Report Lanqguage
Page 222

six month delay in the program which was caused because of an earlier
test malfunction that was attributed to human error. The Committee belig
as with the THAAD program, that quality control and close management
critical to timely deployment of this system.

Report Lanqguage
Page 125

fliglatst cost-effective initial capability to defend the Nation against
vieggercontinental ballistic missiles. With this goal in mind, the Committee
aemdorses a careful and thorough assessment of the Minuteman booster
other existing infrastructure to support the most cost effective and exped
development, testing, deployment, and initial operating capability.

and

tious

146



NATIONAL MISSILE

DEFENSE (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 30

Sec. 8048. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the total
amount appropriated in title IV of this Act is hereby reduced by
$474,000,000: Provided, That each program element, program, project,
subproject, and activity funded in title IV of this Act shall be allocated a
rata share of any of the reductions made by this section: Provided furthe|
That not later than 60 days after the enactment of this Act, the
Undersecretary of Defense (Comptroller) shall submit a report to the
congressional defense committees listing the specific funding reductions
allocated to each category listed in the preceding proviso pursuant to thi
section.

Report Lanqguage
Page 142

The conferees included a new general provision (Section 8048) whic
offsets funding provided for National Missile Defense (NMD). In title 1V, t
conference agreement includes an additional $474,000,000 over the

rBresident's request for NMD, responding to a request from the Secretary

r.Defense after significant shortfalls were discovered in programmed fundi
Section 8048 offsets the additional funds provided in the conference
agreement for NMD by a like reduction, on a pro-rata basis, to each actiy
funded in title IV.

5

Page 134

MISSILE FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENTS

The conferees note the past success achieved by the Countermeasu
Hands-On Program (CHOP) and Hands-On Threat Demonstration (HTD
programs in assessing the feasibility of countermeasures to ballistic misg
defense programs and cruise missile threats to the United States. The
conferees believe a similar program to assess the feasibility of the
development of long-range ballistic missile capabilities by rogue or other
states will be useful in assessing potential missile threats to the United S
Accordingly, the conferees provide $2,400,000 to the CHOP program fro
amount provided for National Missile Defense for the initiation of an effor,
demonstrate the feasibility of building and testing a long-range ballistic
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Page 134

missile using open source literature and materials likely to be available tq
potential rogue nations. The effort shall be conducted using the same
approach employed by the CHOP and HTD programs.

Furthermore, of the amount provided for National Missile Defense
Demonstration and Validation (Program Element 0603871C), not less th
$150,000 shall be provided to the HTD Program for completion of cruise
missile flight testing.
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ABM TREATY

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language

No Language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 230-231

Multilateralization of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty

The committee notes the Administration's decision to seek to expand
beyond Russia the number of states party to the 1972 U.S.-Soviet Anti-
Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty to include three former republics of the Soy
Union.

The committee is concerned with the Administration's contention that
multilateralizing the ABM Treaty is not a substantive change to the treaty
terms and, therefore, Congressional approval is not required. In a report|
Congress in November 1996, the Administration asserted that "the resol
of succession questions has long been regarded as a function of the Exe
Branch" and that the notion of Congressional approval of any successior
agreement "would cast doubt on well-established principles of treaty
succession.’

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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Page 230-231

The committee believes that the issue of whether or not
multilateralization involves substantive changes to ABM Treaty has less
with the question of which states are appropriate successors than with th
rights accorded those states under the agreement reached. For examplg
treaty allows the parties to deploy up to 100 ABM interceptors. However,
administration has stated that Russia will be granted exclusive rights to ¢
the full complement of 100 interceptors on its side. In other words, althou
the former Soviet states of Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan might becq
parties to the treaty, they would not be allowed to deploy ABM intercepto
their national territory. In the committee's view, this represents a modific
to the rights of the states party to the ABM Treaty, and, therefore a
substantive change to the treaty.

Furthermore, the committee believes that the addition of multiple coeq
parties to the ABM Treaty would substantively change the process by wh
treaty revisions to might be negotiated. Four parties, each of equal legal
standing but with varying rights accorded under the treaty, would presun
have to agree unanimously to amend the treaty if the U.S. pursues such
amendments. Such a process is substantively different than negotiating
one equal party.

Deployment of an effective national missile defense capable of defend
all fifty states, even against a limited ballistic missile threat, will likely req
amendment of the treaty. With five parties where there were once only ty
the treaty amendment process would be rendered much more difficult, a
perhaps impossible. Thus, even while the Administration purports to be
committed to
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Page 230-231

an NMD deployment option, it simultaneously supports a change to the A

BM

Treaty that could render any such deployment option, short of abrogating the

treaty, implausible.

The committee believes that multilateralization represents a substantiye

change to the ABM Treaty, and, as such, that the Administration is requ

red

to submit any such proposal to Congress for appropriate review and appfoval.

Page 235-236

Theater missile defense demarcation

The committee notes that the presidents of the United States and Rug
the recent Helsinki summit, signed a joint statement concerning the 197
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty and the relationship of TMD systems {
that treaty. The joint statement outlined the agreement reached last yeat
between both sides at the Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) reg
lower-velocity TMD systems, which Russia refused to sign, and establish
parameters to be used as the basis for further negotiations on higher-vel
TMD systems.

The committee is concerned with several elements of the joint Helsink]
statement. First, it establishes limitations on TMD systems in the context
the ABM Treaty. The ABM Treaty, which prohibits a defense of U.S. nati
territory against strategic ballistic missiles, was never intended to apply t
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Page 235-236

Second, the Administration asserts that it has sought to negotiate an

agreement with Russia that would "clarify" the distinction between permifted

and prohibited missile defense capabilities. The agreement fails to achie
clarification.

ve this

The committee continues to accept the "demonstrated standard" identified

in section 325 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
(Public Law 104-106), which makes no reference to interceptor speeds.
Specifically, this provision established the principle that TMD interceptor
could not be tested against a ballistic missile traveling farther than 3,500
kilometers or with a velocity greater than five kilometers per second.
Interceptors tested against ballistic targets exceeding these parameters
be considered ABM-capable. This "demonstrated standard" was the only
criterion supported by Congress for judging whether TMD interceptors wg
captured by the ABM Treaty.
The U.S.-Russian Helsinki agreement would establish the "demonstra|
standard" as the sole measure of treaty compliance for lower-velocity TM
systems, those with speeds of three kilometers a second or less. Howeve
agreement was reached on higher-velocity TMD systems. While the
Administration has issued public assurances that no U.S. TMD systems
under development will be restricted by the Helsinki agreement, it has al
committed to negotiate with Russia on the higher-velocity systems. The
Russian perspective on these impending negotiations is that limits on
interceptor speed must be introduced, the U.S. cannot unilaterally decla
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Page 235-236

higher-velocity TMD programs to be in compliance with the ABM Treaty,
and that compliance can only be established through negotiation.

Far from clarifying the distinction between permitted and prohibited
systems, the Administration has apparently accepted an artificial distinctjon
between lower- and higher-velocity TMD and has agreed to negotiations|that
may limit the performance of U.S. TMD systems. The committee opposes$
restrictions on higher velocity U.S. TMD systems, as well as negotiationg that
would compel any degradation of the capabilities embodied in U.S. TMD
systems, present or future.

Third, the agreement reached in Helsinki went beyond even the
Administration's stated objective of clarifying ambiguities in the ABM Tre
For instance, the joint statement notes that TMD deployments should be

the first time unacceptable restraints on where and how TMD systems
be deployed.

Fourth, the joint statement notes U.S.-Russian agreement that no TM
deployment will be directed against the other party. This prohibition coul
deny new NATO members an important defensive benefit under Article
the North Atlantic Treaty. Under such a restriction, Russia may object to

forces and allies. Such a restriction is likely to make it more difficult to buli
an allied consensus on the need for TMD.
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ABM TREATY (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 235-236

Finally, the language of the joint statement committing the sides to

"exchange detailed information annually on TMD plans and programs" has

the potential to provide Russia with sensitive information regarding U.S.

TMD programs, as well as an opportunity to challenge U.S. TMD prograims
early in their development. Such exchanges must be carefully thought through
and implemented only to the extent that they do not undermine U.S. natjonal

security objectives.
The committee notes the Administration has stated that the Helsinki

agreement on theater missile defense demarcation represents a substantive

change to the ABM Treaty and its intention to submit the agreement to the
Senate for its advice and consent. The committee believes that a full and

thorough debate over the implications of the TMD demarcation agreement for

U.S. security is long overdue.
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ABM TREATY (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

(SEE AUTHORIZATION CONFERENCE LANGUAGE
FOR NMD.)

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

(SEE AUTHORIZATION CONFERENCE LANGUAGE
FOR NMD.)
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ABM TREATY (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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ABM TREATY (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
App 104.023 101.932 111.932 111.932 115.932 115.932 113.932
Adv 269.819 147.557 172.557 172.557 321.957 321.957 306.557
House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language

No bill language exists.

No language exists.
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 229

The budget request did not contain funding for two cooperative
projects with Russia, the Russian-American Observation Satellite (RAM(
and the Active Plasma Experiment (APEX). The committee recommends
$30.0 million for the RAMOS and APEX projects. Recent events indicate
some Russian interest in exploring the possibility of greater cooperation
this area. For example, at the recent Helsinki summit, Presidents Clintot
Yeltsin declared that they are prepared to explore integrated cooperative
defense efforts in the area of early warning support for TMD activities,
technology cooperation in areas related to TMD, and expansion of the
ongoing program of cooperation in TMD exercises.

The committee notes that expanded cooperation with Russia in the ar
ballistic missile defense must be carefully considered and implemented d
a manner that does not jeopardize U.S. technological advantages or the
development and deployment of U.S. BMD systems. The committee dire
the Secretary of Defense to develop a plan for U.S.-Russian cooperative
projects--identifying the costs and benefits associated with each project--
to submit this plan to the Congressional defense committees no later thg
February 1, 1998.

The committee believes that the effective management of cooperative
programs requires their consolidation in a separate program element.
Therefore, the committee recommends a legislative provision (Sec. 232)
would establish the "Cooperative Ballistic Missile Program” as a separatg
program element within BMDO to support technical and analytical
cooperative missile defense efforts between the U.S. and other nations.

Report Lanqguage
Page 190-191

Support technology
DS)
The committee continues to support BMDO'’s wide bandgap electronic
material development program. Higher speed and higher temperature

aridiaturization and functionality of advanced sensors and processing sys
for space-based ballistic missile defense (BMD) sensors and ground-bas
radar systems. The committee recommends an increase of $14.0 million
62173C to support this important activity.
The committee continues to support the Atmospheric Interceptor
ed ethnology (AIT) program to develop and flight test advanced Kill
nigterceptors with potential applications for a wide range of theater missilg
defense (TMD) programs. The committee recommends an increase of $4
ttenillion in PE 63173C to continue the AIT program.
The committee supports the efforts of the U.S. Air Force and BMDO td
addvelop a joint program for proceeding toward a space-based laser (SBL
nflight demonstrator. The committee notes that the Director of BMDO
commissioned an independent review team (IRT) to study the space-bas
BleK2r program and recommend a preferred course of development. Acco
to the SBL-IRT, the most prudent course for the SBL is to proceed on a |
thisk program that could lead to a launch of an ABM Treaty compliant spd
> demonstrator in fiscal year 2005. To achieve this goal, the SBL-IRT
recommended a funding level of $148.0 million for the SBL program in fi
year 1998. The committee endorses the SBL-IRT recommendations and

noperation afforded by wide bandgap electronic materials could enhance the
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 214

The budget request contained $8.0 million in PE 65860F for the rockg
system launch program (RSLP). The RSLP provides research, developn
test, and evaluation support to the Department of Defense and other
government agencies using excess ballistic missile assets.

The committee continues to support the atmospheric interceptor techn
(AIT) program, a primary technology base program within the Ballistic
Missile Defense Office for advanced hit-to-kill interceptor technologies. F
tests are needed in fiscal year 1998 for the AIT program to move ahead,
funding for these tests was not included in the AIT or RSLP budget requg
The committee understands that these flight tests may use experimental
Advanced Solid Axial Stages boosters, the testing of which will help the
RSLP program better meet future requirements. The committee recomm
$33.0 million for RSLP, an increase of $25.0 million, to support AIT flight
tests in fiscal year 1998.

Page 233-234

The budget request contained a total of $147.6 million in PE 63173C fo

BMD support technologies.

The Atmoshperic Interceptor Technology (AIT) program is an ongoing
effort that addresses technological challenges common to several BMD
programs, including THAAD, the Navy theater-wide program, and the
national missile defense effort by examining advanced hit-to-kill warhead
technologies. The budget request included only $4.9 million for AIT, a

Report Lanqguage
Page 190-191

strecommends an increase of. $118.0 million in PE 63173C to begin
eimplementing them. The committee believes that such an SBL readiness
demonstrator can be conducted without violating the ABM Treaty. In
addition, proceeding with a readiness demonstrator will not commit the
oldgiyed States to development or deployment of an operational SBL prog
but will preserve this option for future consideration.
ightThe committee is concerned that, following an investment of approxim
b$800.0 million to develop and launch the Midcourse Space Experiment
2qi8lSX) satellite, BMDO and the Air Force now have not allocated funding
continue operation of this system following the failure of the cryo-cooler
system. The committee notes that the Air Force has developed a propos
eatsadvanced concept technology demonstrator (ACTD) to continue MSX
operation to exploit the sensors that remain operational. The Air Force h
estimated that such an ACTD would require $6.4 million in fiscal year 19

Department of Defense. Given the degree of useful life remaining in the
system and the amount of valuable data it could still collect, the committe
Fecommends an increase of $6.4 million in PE 63173C to continue opers
of the MSX satellite. However, the committee expects the Department of
Defense to request the necessary funding to continue MSX operations in
year 1999 and beyond.

The committee is disappointed that these funds were not identified by the
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The committee has supported BMDO's efforts to evaluate innovative |

low cost launch concepts, including the Scorpius concept.

unch

concepts, especially those utilizing pressure-fed rocket engine technologl. The
committee recommends an increase of $10.0 million in PE 63173C to support
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 233-234

reduction from $43.0 million appropriated for fiscal year 1997. The comn

ittee

supports AIT and recommends an increase of $25.0 million to continue more

robust AIT development.

The committee is concerned by a funding reduction of over $100.0 mil
for BMD support technologies from the fiscal year 1997 level. Reductions
this magnitude slow the development of critical and innovative technolog
and are inconsistent with the Administration's assertion that the budget
request supports an acceleration of theater missile defense programs. T
also undermine the comprehensive technology effort needed to stay ahe
the evolving ballistic missile threat.

The committee urges the Secretary of Defense to provide adequate fu
for BMD support technologies and recommends $172.6 million, an incred
$25.0 million.
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 254

Wide bandgap semiconductors

The budget request contained $101.9 million in PE 62173C for applied

research for ballistic missile defense programs.
The committee recognizes the potential of wide bandgap semi-condug

tors

that operate at higher power, higher frequency and higher temperature and

have the ability to operate in high radiation environments. The committe¢

recommends an increase of $10.0 million in PE 62173C to continue the wide

bandgap semi-conductor program for which funds were authorized and
appropriated for fiscal year 1997. The committee directs that the prograrn
continue to involve industry and academia in applied research in gallium
nitride and silicon carbide material growth, characterization, surface beh
and device development.

Page 215 (Air Force)

Space and Missile Rocket Propulsion

=)

avior

The budget request contained $16.2 million within PE 63302F for Space

and Missile Rocket Propulsion.

The committee remains concerned that the nation's space launch sys
too unreliable and expensive and believes that exploration of potentially
revolutionary launch technologies is fully justified. Improving the efficienc
and responsiveness of U.S. launch capabilities is important to a wide ran

em is

y
ge of

military activities and to reducing infrastructure costs.
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 215

The Scorpius space launch technology demonstration program embod
one promising approach to robust, inexpensive, scalable launch capabil
It has been funded through seven small business innovative research av

ies
ties.
ards

by BMDO and Phillips Laboratory. The committee recommends an increase of

$15.0 million for continuation of the Scorpius program and that the fundi
for the Scorpius program be transferred from BMDO (PE 63173C) to the
Force (PE 63302F).

The committee believes that military single-stage-to-orbit (SSTO) vehi
could also be important to future defense missions and could provide ass
and very flexible access to space. The committee notes that the budget 1
contained no funding for the military spaceplane, however, the Air Force
expressed support for this program and indicates that it will be funded in
fiscal year 1999. The committee recommends an increase of $15.0 millig
PE 63302F to continue this program.
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Language (Air Force)
Page 633

Rocket Systems Launch Program

The budget request included $8.0 million in PE 65860F for the
Rocket Systems Launch Program (RSLP).
The House bill would authorize an increase of $25.0 million for

RSLP to support the launch of an Atmospheric Intercept Technology (AIT

demonstration payload.
The Senate amendment would authorize the budget request.

The conferees agree to authorize an increase of $20.0 million fof

RSLP in support of the AIT program. The conferees direct the Ballistic
Missile Defense Organization and the Air Force to develop a coordinated
implementation plan for executing the RSLP and AIT budgets in order to
maximize the benefit to the AIT program.
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 655

LOW COST LAUNCH TECHNOLOGY

The budget request included no funds to support low cost launch
technologies, such as pressure fed engine technology.

The House bill would authorize an increase of $15.0 million in PH
63302F for development of the Scorpius low cost launch concept.

The Senate amendment would authorize an increase of $10.0 m
in PE 63173C for low cost launch technology development, including the
Scorpius concept.

The conferees agree to authorize an increase of $5.0 million in H
63173C and an increase of $5.0 million in PE 63401F for low cost launc
technology, including the Scorpius and Excalibur concepts.

Page 658-659
COOPERATIVE BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAM

The budget request included $38.7 million for the Arrow
Continuation Experiments/Arrow Deployability (ACES/ADP) program (PE
63872C), $12.9 million for the Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Boost Phase
Intercept (UAV BPI) program (PE 63870C), and $16.5 million for the
Tactical High Energy Laser (THEL) program (PE 63308A), all of which a
U.S.-Israeli cooperative missile defense programs. The budget request
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 658-659

included no funding for the Russian American Observation Satellite
(RAMOS) program and the Active Plasma Experiment (APEX) program,
of which are cooperative Russian-American programs.

The House bill would authorize $123.1 million in a new BMDO
program element (63XXXC) for cooperative international BMD programs

including $48.7 million for the Arrow program, an increase of $10. million;

the budget request for the UAV BPI program; $38.2 million for THEL, of

which $15.0 million was a funding increase and another $6.7 million wag
be funded by BMDO administrative accounts; and $30.0 million for RAM
and APEX.

The Senate amendment would authorize $53.7 million for Arrowl|i

PE 63872C, an increase of $15.0 million; $17.9 million for UAV BPI in P
63870C, an increase of $5.0 million; $51.5 million for THEL in PE 63308
an increase of $35.0 million; and no funding for RAMOS or APEX.

The conferees agree to authorize $50.7 million for Arrow in PE
63872C, an increase of $10.0 million; $16.4 million for UAV BPI in PE
63870C, an increase of $3.5 million; $51.0 million for THEL in PE 63308
an increase of $34.5 million; $13.0 million for RAMOS in PE 63173C; an
$8.0 million for APEX in PE 63173C.

The House recedes on its initiative to create a new cooperative H
PE for fiscal year 1998. A legislative provision to create a new cooperatiy
BMD program element for fiscal year 1999 is described elsewhere in this|
report. The conferees expect that these programs and other appropriatsg
programs will be managed through this new cooperative BMD program

both
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 659-670

SPACE-BASED LASER

The budget request included $28.9 million in PE 63173C for the
Space Based Laser (SBL) program.

The House bill would authorize the budget request for the SBL
program.

The Senate amendment would authorize an increase of $118.0
million for the SBL program.

The conferees agree to authorize an increase of $98.0 million fo
SBL program, for a total of $126.9 million in fiscal year 1998.

The conferees strongly endorse the recommendation of BMDO's
Independent Review Team (IRT) to proceed on a low risk path leading td
launch of an ABM Treaty compliant Readiness Demonstrator (RD) in fisg
year 2005. In a letter of August 15, 1997 to the Senate Majority Leader,
Secretary of Defense confirmed that SBL technology "has reached a leve
maturity enabling us to focus on integration issues that could lead to a fu
space demonstration of a sub-scale vehicle." The conferees believe that
an SBL-RD can be developed and launched without violating the ABM
Treaty. Proceeding with an SBL-RD will not commit the United States to
development or deployment of an operational SBL system, but will prese
this option for future consideration.
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 659-670

The conferees support the management structure that has been
established for the SBL program, with the Air Force acting as the execut
agent for BMDO, but believe that the Air Force must program a share of
funding needed to develop and launch the SBL-RD. The conferees unde
that the Air Force leadership is committed to such a cost-sharing arrang
and look forward to this commitment being reflected in the fiscal year 19¢
budget request and in future Air Force Program Objective Memorandum
(POM) submissions. The conferees also understand that the Secretary o
Defense is considering options for increasing funding for the SBL progra
the BMDO budget. The conferees recognize that full funding of the SBL-
program will allow a much more efficient and lower risk program. Therefq
the conferees strongly urge the Secretary of Defense to explore all possil
means of including the full SBL-IRT recommended funding profile for a fi
year 2005 launch in the combined BMDO and Air Force Future Years
Defense Program (FYDP), starting with the fiscal year 1999 budget requ

The conferees direct that all funds authorized to be appropriated
the SBL program in fiscal year 1998 be managed with the principal objeq
of developing an SBL-RD capable of being launched in fiscal year 2005.
conferees further direct that all funds authorized to be appropriated in fis
year 1998 for the SBL program be directly executed by the Commander
Air Force Space and Missile Systems Center (SMC).
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 658-659

The conferees recognize that the Commander of SMC may
recommend that some limited amount of critical and potentially high pay
SBL technology research and development be continued even if it does 1
directly support the SBL-RD. However, due to the overarching priority of
launching the SBL-RD in fiscal year 2005, the conferees direct that oblig
of SBL funds for such activities be limited, and only occur following
consultation with the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate and tf
Committee on National Security of the House of Representatives.

The conferees direct the Commander of SMC to establish promp
an SBL-RD baseline, to include a set of technical objectives and requirern
a contracting strategy, a system design, a program schedule, and a fung
profile that would support a launch in fiscal year 2005. The conferees
understand that the SBL-IRT focused primarily on a single SBL-RD desig
However, the conferees support the steps taken by the Commander of S
rapidly assess technical and contractual options that may allow a treaty
compliant SBL-RD to be developed and launched more rapidly and afforg
To ensure that the focus of the program remains on a fiscal year 2005 Ig
the conferees expect to be consulted prior to the adoption of any excursi
from the SBL-IRT recommended baseline.

The conferees note that the SBL-IRT concluded that a new integ
test facility is an essential and relatively long-lead element of the SBL-R[
effort. Therefore, the conferees direct the Commander of SMC to procee
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 658-659

expeditiously in fiscal year 1998 with the selection of a site for such a fac
The Commander of SMC shall include the requirements, costs, and schg
for this facility in the SBL-RD baseline, as well as an assessment of the ¢
effectiveness of continuing to operate other SBL test facilities such as the
at Capistrano, California.
The conferees direct the Secretary of Defense to submit a report on the §
of the SBL-RD baseline, and related issues, to the congressional defensg
committees by March 1, 1998.

(SEE BMDO FUNDING SECTION FOR SPECIFIC EARMARKS ON
TECHNOLOGY PROGRAMS.))
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

FY97
Appropriations

FY98 Budget
Request

HAC
Full Committee

House
Floor

SAC
Full Committee

Senate
Floor

Appropriations
Conference

104.023 (App.)
262.319 (Adv.)

101.923 (App.)

147.557 (Adv.)

141.932 (App.)
147.557 (Adv.)

141.932 (App.)
147.557 (Adv.)

115.932 (App.)

351.957 (Adv.)

115.932 (App.)
351.957 (Adv.)

113.932 (App.)
311.557 (Adv.)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill

H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 214

The Department requested $101,932,000 for Support Technologies. 1

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
he

Committee recommends $141,932,000, an increase of $40,000,000. Wit
this increase, $30,000,000 is only for Atmospheric Interceptor Technolog
(AIT) to develop new capabilities for current theater missile defense
interceptors. In addition, the Committee recommends $10,000,000 only f
wide band gap technologies, as proposed in the House-passed Defense
Authorization bill.
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SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutuory Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 135

ATMOSPHERIC RESEARCH

The conferees understand that the Ballistic Missile Defense Organiz
has expressed interest in the development of a pan-oceanic environmen
atmospheric research laboratory. The conferees would encourage the De
Department to allocate funding within BMDO to initiate this program duri
fiscal year 1998. The conferees expect to address additional funding for
program in fiscal year 1999.

SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES--BMDO
The conferees direct that the $13,000,000 provided for the Russian-

American Observational Satellites (RAMOS) program shall be available
for the RAMOS program.

(See BMDO funding for chart on Support Technology
projects.)
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TACTICAL HIGH ENERGY LASER PROGRAM (THEL) (ARMY)

D00

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
16.500 38.20( 38.20D 61.500 61.500 51.(
House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
Page 42

SEC. 236. TACTICAL HIGH ENERGY LASER PROGRAM.

(a) Transfer of Program.--The Secretary of Defense shall transfer the
Tactical High Energy Laser program from the Secretary of the Army to the
Director of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, to be carried out
under the Cooperative Ballistic Missile Defense Program established

pursuant to section 232(a).

(b) Authorization.--Of the amount authorized to be appropriated in
section 201, $38,200,000 is authorized for the Tactical High Energy Laser

program.

No bill language exists.
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TACTICAL HIGH ENERGY LASER P

ROGRAM (THEL) (ARMY) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 229

The budget request contained $16.5 million within PE 63308A for the
Tactical High Energy Laser (THEL) program. The committee is aware th
the threat from tactical rockets and missiles is growing, as such systems
proliferate world-wide. The U.S. and Israel are cooperating in an effort tg
respond to this threat by developing a high energy laser that can destroy
tactical missiles in flight.

Report Lanqguage
Page 140

Tactical high energy laser program
at
The committee recommends an increase of $10.0 million in PE 65605

tactical high energy laser (THEL) program for follow-up testing and the
provision of software upgrades necessary for designing a self-defense

The committee recommends a legislative provision (sec. 236) that wouldapability for the system.

transfer the THEL program from the Secretary of the Army to the directo
BMDO, and would authorize a total of $38.2 million for the THEL prograri
The committee directs the transfer of $16.5 million from PE 63308A to P
63XXXC, a new program element that would consolidate cooperative bal
missile defense programs under BMDO management. The committee al
recommends an increase of $15.0 million to ensure completion of the firs
phase of the program to design, build, integrate and test the THEL adva
concept technology demonstrator and to begin developmental testing to
validate THEL capabilities. The committee further directs the director of
BMDO to provide the remaining $6.7 million required for the THEL progr
from BMDO administrative accounts.
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and an increase of $35.0 million in PE 63308A to fully support efforts in the
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TACTICAL HIGH ENERGY LASER PROGRAM (THEL) (ARMY) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 261

Section 236--Tactical High Energy Laser Program (THEL)

This section would transfer the THEL program from PE 63308A to an
PE 63XXXC that would consolidate cooperative ballistic missile defense
programs under Ballistic Missile Defense Organization management and
would authorize $38.2 million for THEL.

new
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TACTICAL HIGH ENERGY LASER PROGRAM (THEL) (ARMY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 658-659

COOPERATIVE BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAM

The budget request included $38.7 million for the Arrow
Continuation Experiments/Arrow Deployability (ACES/ADP) program (PE
63872C), $12.9 million for the Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Boost Phase
Intercept (UAV BPI) program (PE 63870C), and $16.5 million for the
Tactical High Energy Laser (THEL) program (PE 63308A), all of which al
U.S.-Israeli cooperative missile defense programs. The budget request
included no funding for the Russian American Observation Satellite
(RAMOS) program and the Active Plasma Experiment (APEX) program,
of which are cooperative Russian-American programs.

The House bill would authorize $123.1 million in a new BMDO
program element (63XXXC) for cooperative international BMD programs

including $48.7 million for the Arrow program, an increase of $10. million;

the budget request for the UAV BPI program; $38.2 million for THEL, of
which $15.0 million was a funding increase and another $6.7 million wag
be funded by BMDO administrative accounts; and $30.0 million for RAM
and APEX.

The Senate amendment would authorize $53.7 million for Arrowl|i

PE 63872C, an increase of $15.0 million; $17.9 million for UAV BPI in P
63870C, an increase of $5.0 million; $51.5 million for THEL in PE 63308
an increase of $35.0 million; and no funding for RAMOS or APEX.

[e
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TACTICAL HIGH ENERGY LASER PROGRAM (THEL) (ARMY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 658-659

The conferees agree to authorize $50.7 million for Arrow in PE
63872C, an increase of $10.0 million; $16.4 million for UAV BPI in PE
63870C, an increase of $3.5 million; $51.0 million for THEL in PE 63308
an increase of $34.5 million; $13.0 million for RAMOS in PE 63173C; an
$8.0 million for APEX in PE 63173C.

The House recedes on its initiative to create a new cooperative H
PE for fiscal year 1998. A legislative provision to create a new cooperativ
BMD program element for fiscal year 1999 is described elsewhere in this|
report. The conferees expect that these programs and other appropriatsg
programs will be managed through this new cooperative BMD program
element.

Page 676
LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS NOT ADOPTED

Tactical High Energy Laser program

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 236) that would transfer

the Tactical High Energy Laser (THEL) program from the Department of
Army to the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, and authorize $38.2
million for THEL in fiscal year 1998.

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The House recedes. Fiscal year 1998 funding for THEL is addres

MD
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elsewhere in this report.
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TACTICAL HIGH ENERGY LASER (THEL)(ARMY) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Language
Page 169

The Army requested $24,138,000 for Army missile defense systems
integration. The Committee recommends $55,638,000, an increase of
$31,500,000 only to test the Tactical High Energy Laser (THEL)
demonstrator. Subsequent to the budget submission, the Secretary of De
and Israel agreed the THEL demonstrator should undergo U.S. governn
developmental testing. The government developmental test would be the
opportunity to validate the capability of the demonstrator to shoot down
rockets in flight before it is given to Israel. The Secretary of Defense prop
that the U.S. provide two-thirds and the Israeli government one-third of t
funds required to complete the government developmental test. Howevet
funds are included in the fiscal year 1998 budget request for the governr
developmental test. The recommended increase will pay the two-thirds s
for THEL testing as proposed by the Secretary of Defense. The Committq
notes that the fiscal year 1998 budget includes $16,500,000 for THEL
development and contractor testing. The Committee has also recommen
additional $10,000,000 in program element 0605605A, High Energy Las
Systems Test Facility, for test site preparation.

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
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No language exists.
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TACTICAL HIGH ENERGY LASER (THEL)(ARMY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

180




BATTLE INTEGRATION CENTER (BIC) (ARMY)

FY97 FY98 Budget HNSC House SASC Senate Authorization
Authorization Request Full Committee Floor Full Committee Floor Conference
5.000 19.00(¢ 19.00D 27.000 27.0P0 22.000
House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H.Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No bill language exists. No bill language exists.
Report Language Report Language
Page 161 Page 139

Missile defense battle integration center

The budget request contained $5.0 million for the battle integration ce
(BIC). The Army is building a flexible distributed interactive simulation-
based architecture which can operate in regimes of training, exercises al
military operations, as well as providing support to advanced concept
development. The committee understands that this effort has been ident
as an Army priority, yet it is insufficiently funded. The committee
recommends an increase of $14.0 million in PE 63308A to continue
development of the BIC as an integrated battlelab with the capability to
provide high fidelity representation of the modern battlefield.

Missile defense Battle Integration Center

nterThe committee has supported the missile defense Battle Integration G

(BIC) at the Army's Space and Strategic Defense Command for integrati
hanissile defense and space capabilities for the warfighter through synthet
battlefield environments. The role of the BIC has expanded to numerous

this important capability, the committee recommends an increase of $22
million in PE 63308A. The committee directs the Director of the Ballistic
Missile Defense Organization to provide a report to the committee by
February 1, 1998, detailing how the BIC is integrated into overall U.S. m
defense programs and efforts.

enter

N9
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fiedercises, experiments, demonstrations, and training activities. To continue
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BATTLE INTEGRATION CENTER (BIC) (ARMY)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97) H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)
Statutory Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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BATTLE INTEGRATION CENTER (BIC) (ARMY) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill

H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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BATTLE INTEGRATION CENTER (BIC) (ARMY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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DIRECTOR OF BALLISTIC MISSI

LE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 41-42

SEC. 235. DIRECTOR OF BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE
ORGANIZATION.

(a) In General.--Subchapter Il of chapter 8 of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the following new section:

"Sec. 203. Director of Ballistic Missile Defense Organization

"(a) Grade.--The position of Director of the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization--

"(1) may only be held by an officer of the armed forces on the acti
duty list; and

"(2) shall be designated under section 601 of this title as a positi
importance and responsibility to carry the grade of general or admiral or
lieutenant general or vice admiral.

"(b) Line of Authority to Secretary of Defense.--The Director of the
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization reports directly to the Secretary o
Defense and (if so directed by the Secretary) the Deputy Secretary of Dg

Bill Language

No bill language exists.

ve-

bn of

rfense,

without intervening review or approval by any other officer of the Department

of Defense, with respect to all matters pertaining to the management of
ballistic missile defense programs for which the Director has responsibili

Ly

(including matters pertaining to the status of those programs and the buTgets

for those programs).”.
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DIRECTOR OF BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 41-42

(b) Clerical Amendment.--The table of sections at the beginning of s
subchapter is amended by adding at the end the following new item:

"203. Director of Ballistic Missile Defense Organization.".

ich
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DIRECTOR OF BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 260

Section 235--Director of Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO)

The committee believes that without appropriate senior leadership an
streamlined reporting chain, BMDOQO's ability to efficiently develop and dej
BMD systems is at risk. Therefore, this provision would requiring that the
position of director of BMDO be filled by an officer of the armed forces of
United States with a rank of at least Lieutenant General or Vice Admiral.
committee believes that three star rank is essential to provide the BMDO
director the stature within the Department of Defense commensurate wit
job's responsibilities. The committee notes that the current director of BM
is a Lieutenant General, and expects that the requirement established by
section will continue to be filled from within existing statutory authorizatio
for general and flag officers.

The committee also recommends establishing a requirement that the

director of BMDO report directly to the Secretary of Defense concerning all

matters pertaining to the management of BMDO programs. Such stream
will help overcome bureaucratic obstacles and allow issues to be prompt
definitively resolved.

Report Lanqguage

No report language exists.
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DIRECTOR OF BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 39

SEC. 235. DIRECTOR OF BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE
ORGANIZATION.

(a) In General.--Subchapter Il of chapter 8 of title 10, United Sta
Code, is amended by adding at the end the following new section:

"Sec. 203. Director of Ballistic Missile Defense Organization

"If an officer of the armed forces on active duty is appointed to tf
position of Director of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, the
position shall be treated as having been designated by the President as
position of importance and responsibility for purposes of section 601 of t
title and shall carry the grade of lieutenant general or general or, in the g
of an officer of the Navy, vice admiral or admiral.".

(b) Clerical Amendment.--The table of sections at the beginning
such subchapter is amended by adding at the end the following new iten

"203. Director of Ballistic Missile Defense Organization.".

Report Lanqguage
Page 672

Director of Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (sec. 235)

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 235) that would requir
ethat the Director of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) c4
the grade of lieutenant general or general or, in the case of an officer of
Navy, vice admiral or admiral. It would also require that the Director of

BMDO report directly to the Secretary of Defense.
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
e The Senate recedes with an amendment that would permit the
appointment of a civilian official of equivalent grade as Director of BMDO
aand eliminate the requirement that the Director report directly to the Sec
hisf Defense.
ase The conferees direct the Secretary of Defense to ensure that the
director of BMDO is accorded full access to the Secretary and all other s
Department of Defense officials on matters pertaining to the managemet
oballistic missile defense programs for which the director has responsibilit
n:
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DIRECTOR OF BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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DIRECTOR OF BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 37-40

SEC. 234. ANNUAL REPORT ON THREAT POSED TO THE UNITED

STATES BY WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION, BALLISTIC MISSILES,

AND CRUISE MISSILES.

(a) Annual Report.--The Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congr

£SS

by January 30 of each year a report on the threats posed to the United S$tates

and allies of the United States--

(1) by weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, and cruise
missiles; and

(2) by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, ballistic
missiles, and cruise missiles.

(b) Consultation.--Each report submitted under subsection (a) shall
prepared in consultation with the Director of Central Intelligence.

Bill Language

No language exists.
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WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 37-40

(c) Matters To Be Included.--Each report submitted under subse
(a) shall include the following:

(1) Identification of each foreign country and non-State organization

that possesses weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise

ction

missiles, and a description of such weapons and missiles with respect tg each

such foreign country and non-State organization.

(2) A description of the means by which any foreign country and non-

State organization that has achieved capability with respect to weapons
mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise missiles has achieved that
capability, including a description of the international network of foreign

of

countries and private entities that provide assistance to foreign countries and

non-State organizations in achieving that capability.

(3) An examination of the doctrines that guide the use of weapong
mass destruction in each foreign country that possesses such weapons.

(4) An examination of the existence and implementation of the co
mechanisms that exist with respect to nuclear weapons in each foreign
country that possesses such weapons.

of
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WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 37-40

(5) Identification of each foreign country and non-State organiza
that seeks to acquire or develop (indigenously or with foreign assistance
weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise missiles, and &
description of such weapons and missiles with respect to each such fore
country and non-State organization.

(6) An assessment of various possible timelines for the achievemsd

foreign countries and non-State organizations of capability with respect o

weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, and cruise missiles, taki
into account the probability of whether the Russian Federation and the

on

ign

2nt by

ng

People's Republic of China will comply with the Missile Technology Control

Regime, the potential availability of assistance from foreign technical
specialists, and the potential for independent sales by foreign private en
without authorization from their national Governments.

(7) For each foreign country or non-State organization that has no
achieved the capability to target the United States or its territories with
weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise missiles as of t
date of the enactment of this Act, an estimate of how far in advance the
United States is likely to be warned before such foreign country or non-§
organization achieves that capability.

tities

tate
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WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 37-40

(8) For each foreign country or non-State organization that has no
achieved the capability to target members of the United States Armed F
deployed abroad with weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, o
cruise missiles as of the date of the enactment of this Act, an estimate o
far in advance the United States is likely to be warned before such foreig
country or non-State organization achieves that capability.

(d) Classification.--Each report under subsection (a) shall be submitt
classified and unclassified form.
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WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 260

Section 234--Annual Report on Threat Posed to the United States by We
of Mass Destruction, Ballistic Missiles, and Cruise Missiles

Report Lanqguage

No report language exists.
apons

The committee believes that awareness of information and assessments

concerning evolving threats to U.S. national security is essential to inforn
congressional debate and decision-making. To that end, the committee
believes that a comprehensive description and assessment of the threats
by weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and ballistic and cruise missiles
the U.S. and its allies would be an essential informational for Congress 4
the public.

Therefore, this provision would direct the Secretary of Defense, in
consultation with the Director of Central Intelligence, to prepare and sub
to Congress by January 30, 1998, and January 30 of each subsequent y
report on threats posed to the U.S. and its allies by cruise missiles, ballig
missiles, and weapons of mass destruction, and the proliferation of such
technologies. The report should be prepared in classified and unclassifig
form, to assure the most complete information and widest distribution
possible.
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WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 38-39

SEC. 234. ANNUAL REPORT ON THREAT POSED TO THE UNITED
STATES BY WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION, BALLISTIC MISSIL
AND CRUISE MISSILES.

(a) Annual Report.--The Secretary of Defense shall submit to
Congress by January 30 of each year a report on the threats posed to th
United States and allies of the United States--

(1) by weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, and cruise
missiles; and

(2) by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, ballistic
missiles, and cruise missiles.

(b) Consultation.--Each report submitted under subsection (a) sh
be prepared in consultation with the Director of Central Intelligence.

(c) Matters To Be Included.--Each report submitted under subse
(a) shall include the following:

(1) Identification of each foreign country and non-State organiza
that possesses weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise
missiles, and a description of such weapons and missiles with respect td
such foreign country and non-State organization.

Report Lanqguage
Page 671-672

Efestruction, ballistic missiles, and cruise missiles (sec. 234)

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 234) that would direct|
Secretary of Defense, in consultation with the Director of Central Intellige
eto prepare and submit to Congress by January 30 of each year, a report
threats posed to the United States and its allies by cruise missiles, ballist
missiles, and weapons of mass destruction, and the proliferation of such
technologies.

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The Senate recedes.
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WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 38-39

(2) A description of the means by which any foreign country and
State organization that has achieved capability with respect to weapons
mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise missiles has achieved that
capability, including a description of the international network of foreign

non-
pf

countries and private entities that provide assistance to foreign countries and

non-State organizations in achieving that capability.

(3) An examination of the doctrines that guide the use of weapons of

mass destruction in each foreign country that possesses such weapons.

(4) An examination of the existence and implementation of the
control mechanisms that exist with respect to nuclear weapons in each f
country that possesses such weapons.

(5) Identification of each foreign country and non-State organiza
that seeks to acquire or develop (indigenously or with foreign assistance|
weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise missiles, and &

breign

on

description of such weapons and missiles with respect to each such foreign

country and non-State organization.
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WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 38-39

(6) An assessment of various possible timelines for the achieve
by foreign countries and non-State organizations of capability with respe
weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, and cruise missiles, taki
into account the probability of whether the Russian Federation and the

ment
ctto
g

People's Republic of China will comply with the Missile Technology Control

Regime, the potential availability of assistance from foreign technical
specialists, and the potential for independent sales by foreign private en
without authorization from their national Governments.

(7) For each foreign country or non-State organization that has r
achieved the capability to target the United States or its territories with
weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or cruise missiles as of t
date of the enactment of this Act, an estimate of how far in advance the
United States is likely to be warned before such foreign country or non-§
organization achieves that capability.

(8) For each foreign country or non-State organization that has r
achieved the capability to target members of the United States Armed F
deployed abroad with weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, or
cruise missiles as of the date of the enactment of this Act, an estimate o
far in advance the United States is likely to be warned before such foreig
country or non-State organization achieves that capability.

(d) Classification.--Each report under subsection (a) shall be
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submitted in classified and unclassified form.
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WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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COOPERATIVE ENGAGEMENT CAPABILITY (CEC) (NAVY)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language

No bill language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 92

Cooperative engagement capability (CEC)

The budget request did not contain funding for CEC. The CEC
significantly improves anti-air warfare (AAW) capability by integrating all
battle group component AAW sensor information into a single, real-time
depiction that allows one platform to target and engage a hostile air thre
with information from another. CEC distributes sensor data from any shi
aircraft in the battle group to all others through a real-time, line-of-sight,
high-data-rate distribution network. The committee notes that the Chief d
Naval Operations has identified CEC as one of the top three fiscal year 1
unfunded procurement priorities. Therefore, the committee recommends
$114.8 million to restore the Navy's CEC fielding plan by procuring and
installing CEC shipsets for two aircraft carrier battle groups.

Bill Language

No bill language exists.
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COOPERATIVE ENGAGEMENT CAPABILITY (CEC) (NAVY) (CONT))

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 180

Cooperative engagement capability

The budget request contained $139.2 million in PE 63658N for the
cooperative engagement capability (CEC).

As reflected in the House report (H. Rept. 104-563) on H.R. 3230 and
statement of managers accompanying the conference report on H.R. 321
Rept. 104-724), the Congress has recognized the CEC program as amo

highest priority programs in the Navy and the Department of Defense. In development in May 1995. It achieved initial operational capability (IOC)

testimony during the defense posture hearing on the fiscal year 1997 bug
request, the Secretary of Defense singled out the CEC as a program of I
priority that he had chosen to accelerate because of its great potential fo
linking units from more than one service together and greatly increasing
warfighting capability. The Congressional defense committees agreed wi
priority established by the Secretary and recommended significant increg
the CEC program to accelerate the fielding of the capability to the fleet a
accelerate and expand joint service integration efforts.

The committee notes that the Navy's fiscal year 1998 budget request
CEC program is significantly less than projected in the fiscal year 1997 H
Years Defense Plan and budget justification, and results in a slip of over
year in the fielding of the capability to fleet units. The committee does no
understand the Navy's failure to provide the funding required to maintain
accelerated fielding schedule for a program that has received such a hig
priority from the Secretary of Defense and from the Congress. The comr
believes that the Navy has overemphasized programs for new naval

Report Lanqguage
Page 78-79

Cooperative engagement capability

The cooperative engagement capability (CEC) has been developed to
provide a major improvement in the Navy's battle force anti-air warfare
tHAAW) capability by coordinating information from all air and ship sensor
80ntd.a single, real time, composite track picture that possesses fire contr(
nguldty. CEC entered the engineering and manufacturing phase of

Igatptember 1996 and was approved for limited rate initial production
igleginning in fiscal year 1998. The Department of Defense has accorded
I priority to development and fielding of CEC. In testimony to the committe
tiseijoport of the fiscal year 1997 budget request, the Secretary of Defense
trsihgled it out as an important program with great potential for widesprea
Ispgribapplication, particularly in satisfying requirements for theater ballisti
ndnissile defense.

The budget request does not satisfy the previous timeline for CEC
fatehelopment and procurement, nor does it reflect the elevated priority
udiceorded it by the Secretary of Defense. Despite the successful performa
oB8€&C during 10C evaluation, there is no procurement funding for it in the
t budget request. The consequence will be at least a one year delay in pro
ttine fleet with a very important operational capability. This importance ha
hbeen emphasized by the Chief of Naval Operations in correspondence
nitid@ressed to the committee.
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COOPERATIVE ENGAGEMENT CAPABILITY (CEC) (NAVY) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 180

"platforms”, at the expense of the warfighting weapons systems that wou
make existing platforms more effective.

The committee recommends a total increase of $50.0 million in PE 63
for the CEC program: $15.0 million to continue the accelerated developrn
of the low cost common equipment set, $5.0 million to support transfer o

CEC design and development agent to industry, $20.0 million to acceleratmost effective method for eliminating this interference would be to shift th

integration of the CEC into Navy E-2C and P-3 aircraft, $5.0 million to
initiate development of an integrated capability between CEC and the sh
defense program, and $5.0 million to accelerate joint service integration
demonstration of CEC with the Army's Patriot and the Marine Corps' Ha
air defense missile systems.

Page 252-253

Transfer of cooperative engagement capability operating frequency band

Title VI of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 (Public Law
103-66) requires the federal government to provide a span of radio frequ
aggregating not less than 200 Mhz for allocation to the public. To minimi
negative impact on the federal government, the act requires that the spe
to be reallocated must not be "required for the present or identifiable futu
needs of the Federal Government" and should not result in costs to the f
government that exceed the benefits gained. In February 1995, the Natiq
Telecommunications and Information Administration, U.S. Department o

Report Lanqguage
Page 78-79

[of As an additional item for consideration, the committee received &
report from the Secretary of the Navy on spectrum interference between
688N other fleet weapons systems and data links. Among other matters, t
neaport provided proposed options for resolving interference between CE(
tthe data link used by the SH-60B helicopter. The report concluded that tl

SH-60B data link to an alternate frequency band.

afuhding in the budget request was not caused by any emerging technical
vproblems that could have increased the risk associated with production ¢
performance. Rather, it appears that the elimination of procurement fund
predicted in the fiscal year 1997 Future Years Defense Program occurre
the result of a diversion to satisfy the resource demands of contingency
operations. The committee believes this budgeting approach is short-sig
particularly when high priority programs with urgent operational
requirements are decimated as a result. Accordingly, the committee
recommends an increase of $114.8 million to restore the funds needed t
CEC on schedule. The committee also recommends an increase of $14
FIifiSn in PE 63658N to:
e (1) $5.0 million to initiate development of a Ku-band data link kit for
fgun}he SH-60B helicopter;
L der (2) $5.0 million to continue the transition of design responsibility
vnal 61‘Irom its developer to the CEC procurement contractor; and

(3) $4.5 million to continue integration of CEC into the Marine Corp

p sé@lhe committee's review has determined that the Navy's decision to onit
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Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 252-253

Commerce, recommended reallocation of 50 MHz from within the operat
frequency band of the Navy's cooperative engagement capability (CEC)
system.

In the statement of managers accompanying the conference report on
3230 (H. Rept. 104-724), the conferees directed the Secretary of the Nav

prepare a detailed report on: (1) progress being made to resolve spectrum

interference that would result from the reallocation of the CEC operating
band, and (2) steps being taken to resolve interference between CEC an
fleet weapon systems and data links.

According to the Department of Defense (DOD) and the General
Accounting Office (GAOQ), this transfer could result in the loss of a total o
200 MHz (one-third of the CEC's usable operating frequencies) and coul
severely affect the operational capability of the CEC. DOD officials have
indicated to the GAO that current and future spectrum reallocations coul
significantly degrade the capabilities of many major weapons systems in
addition to the CEC and could cost the Department hundreds of millions
dollars to modify systems and/or rent frequencies from the private sector
foreign governments. The committee is informed, however, that the full
implications of the 1993 act are not yet known and that the Department i
conducting a comprehensive analysis of spectrum requirements for critic
systems in order to determine the extent that operational effectiveness o
systems could be affected by loss of the frequency spectrum. The comm
also understands that a recent DOD study indicates that the Departmen
level spectrum management for planning, policy, and oversight is diffuse
weak and that there is no single high-level DOD point of contact for speg
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House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 252-253

In response to H. Rept. 104-724, the Secretary of the Navy has report
the Navy is working with the Federal Communications Commission (FCQ
minimize interference with civilian applications in the reallocated frequen
band and the effect of the reallocation on CEC performance. The Secret
report also states that the Navy's preferred technical option for resolution
interference between CEC and the LAMPS Mk 11l data link is moving the
LAMPS data link to the Ku-band. Should the Navy choose this option for
resolution of the problem, the committee expects that the funding requirg
the transfer will be included in the fiscal year 1999 defense budget reque

The committee concurs with the steps taken by the Navy to address t
issues raised in the House report, but believes that the problem should b,
addressed in a more comprehensive manner by the Secretary of Defens
committee encourages the Secretary to assign responsibility for overall r
frequency spectrum management to a specific organization within the
Department. The committee directs the Secretary to prepare a report to {
Congress, in coordination with the Chairman of the FCC and the Secrets
Commerce, which addresses: (1) agreements on measures being taken
resolve the impact of the transfer of 50 Mhz from the radio frequency
operating band of the cooperative engagement capability (CEC); (2) the
impact of transfers of the federal radio frequency spectrum on other critid
military systems; (3) how the DOD plans to modify the CEC and other cr
systems, including estimated costs and schedule, to compensate for any|
operational degradation that might be caused by losses of the radio frequ
spectrum due to such transfers; and (4) any unresolved issues in joint
frequency spectrum management and impediments to the resolutions of
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issues. The report shall be submitted to the Congress by March 31, 1998.

205




COOPERATIVE ENGAGEMENT CAPABILITY (CEC) (NAVY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 501-502

Cooperative engagement capability

The budget request included no funds for procurement of cooper
engagement capability (CEC) equipment.

The House bill would authorize $114.8 million to restore the Navy
CEC fielding plan by procuring and installing CEC shipsets for two aircra
carrier battle groups.

The Senate amendment would authorize $74.8 million to procurg
install CEC battle group equipment.

The conferees agree to authorize an increase of $75.0 million fo
procurement and installation of CEC battle group equipment.

Page 610-611
Cooperative engagement capability

The budget request included $139.2 million in PE 63658N for the
cooperative engagement capability (CEC).

The House bill would authorize a total increase of $50.0 million in E
63658N for the CEC program: $15.0 million to continue the accelerated

ative
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FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
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FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 610-611

development of the low cost common equipment set; $5.0 million to supg
transfer of the CEC design and development agent to industry; $20.0 mi
to accelerate integration of the CEC into Navy E-2C and P-3 aircraft; $5.
million to initiate development of an integrated capability between CEC 3
the ship self defense program (SSDS); and $5.0 million to accelerate joi
service integration and demonstration of CEC with the Army's Patriot an
Marine Corps' Hawk air defense missile systems.

The Senate amendment would authorize an increase of $9.5 mil
in PE 63658N to:

(1) $5.0 million to continue the transition of design responsibility
from its developer to the CEC procurement contractor; and

(2) $4.5 million to continue integration of CEC into the Marine
Corps Hawk missile system.

The Senate amendment would also authorize $5.0 million in PE
64212N to initiate development of a Ku-band data link kit for the SH-60B
helicopter to avoid CEC interference.

The conferees agree to authorize an increase of $33.0 million in
63658N as follows:

ort
lion
ind
nt
d the

ion

PE

207
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Report Lanqguage
Page 610-611

(1) $15.0 million for low cost common equipment sets;

(2) $10.0 million for P-3 and E-2C integration;

(3) $5.0 million for CEC-SSDS integration; and

(4) $3.0 million for CEC-Hawk missile system integration.

The conferees agree not to authorize an increase in PE 64212N|for
the SH-60B Ku-band data link.
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COOPERATIVE ENGAGEMENT CAPABILITY (CEC) (NAVY) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 8

Ship Self-Defense/Cooperative Engagement: Mindful of the growing t
to U.S. forces posed by both theater ballistic and cruise missiles, the
Committee has continued its long-standing emphasis on ship self-defens

"cooperative engagement” (the sharing of tracking and targeting informaticange extension and enhanced sensor capability for CEC. Accordingly, t

among many different platforms), and has added $401,800,000 over the
budget for these efforts.

Page 186

The Navy requested $139,229,000 for development of cooperative
engagement capability. The Committee recommends $223,229,000, an
increase of $84,000,000. Within this amount $20,000,000 is for E-2/CEC
integration, $15,000,000 is for CEC/TBMD development efforts, $15,000
is for development of a low cost common equipment set, $13,000,000 is
reduced schedule risk and integrated logistics support, $5,000,000 is for
CEC/SSDS integration, $5,000,000 is for Hawk/CEC integration, $5,000
is for design agent transfer, $3,000,000 is for fleet CEC exercises, and
$3,000,000 is for LAMPS data link interference. The Navy may allocate t

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 107

hreaCooperative engagement capability.--The Committee continues to su
the U.S. Navy Cooperative Engagement Capability [CEC] Program. In
epanticular, the Committee supports the use of space-based assets to pro

Committee recommends an increase of $10,000,000 in funding for CEC
fiscal year 1998 to build on earlier studies and begin preliminary enginee

work associated with incorporating satellite range extension and space-h
sensors in CEC.
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funds within the CEC program to best meet overall program objectives.
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COOPERATIVE ENGAGEMENT CAPABILITY (CEC) (NAVY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 98

DDG-51

The conferees agree to provide $3,411,200,000 for 4 ships. This incl
increases of $720,000,000 for another ship, $15,233,000 for acceleratiorn

baseline 6 hardware and software for theater ballistic missile defense, and

$14,000,000 only for installation of cooperative engagement capability of
ship; and a decrease of $3,800,000 resulting from saving due to foreign

military sale of Aegis equipment. The conferees do not agree to bill lang
proposed by the House concerning theater ballistic missile defense, but d
the Navy to include cooperative engagement capability and theater ballig|
missile defense capability on a significant number of the DDG-51 ships tq
procured under a 14 ship multiyear contract.
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FREE ELECTRON LASER (NAVY)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language

No bill language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 184

Free electron laser

The budget request contained $32.3 million in PE 62111N for technolg
applicable to surface and aerospace surveillance and weapons.

The committee has supported the Navy's technology program for desi
fabrication, and activation of a one kilowatt average power free electron |
that operates in the infrared spectrum, and the evaluation of the technolg
potential ship self-defense applications. The committee recommends an
increase of $9.0 million to continue the Navy's free electron laser progra
The increase will support the next phase in the development of

Bill Language

No bill language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No report language exists.
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superconducting accelerator free electron laser technology to achieve higher

power levels and to evaluate the utility of a high energy laser weapon for
naval applications.
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FREE ELECTRON LASER (NAVY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97) H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)
Statutory Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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FREE ELECTRON LASER (NAVY) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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SHIP SELF DEFENSE (NAVY)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 186-187

Integrated ship self defense test site

The budget request contained $132.3 million in PE 64755N for the sh
defense program and $33.2 million in PE 64759N, Major Test & Evaluati
Investment. No funds were requested in either program element for the 4
self defense set and support equipment required to activate the Navy's
Integrated Ship Self Defense Engineering Center (ISDEC).

In 1991, the Navy received approval to construct a land-based test fag
Wallops Island to integrate and test the ship self defense system (SSDS
its related equipment. The decision was made after a comprehensive rey
available test sites and their ability to support the engineering developmé
in-service engineering, training, testing, and other initiatives associated
the SSDS. Construction of the facility was completed in 1995. A Deceml
1996 letter from the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations advised that
"program reductions have resulted in delays of two or more years for the
procurement and installation of systems intended for ships and insufficie
funding to operate and maintain the Wallops Island facility." In view of t
priority assigned to the cooperative engagement capability (CEC) and sh
defense

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 165

Ship self-defense system

p selhe budget request included $31.3 million for continued development
othe ship self-defense system (SSDS). This system introduces a distribute
stppocessing, open architecture combat system based on a local area netw
uses commercial off-the-shelf equipment and reuses a substantial amou
software that was developed for the cooperative engagement capability (

arsed to fully integrate SSDS, the advanced combat direction system (AC
iem@iCEC in the Navy's mission critical ships. Current funding allows only
rreélementary degree of integration via simple interfaces.
withThe committee recommends an increase of $19.0 million in PE 64755
ggursue the system integration needed to integrate CEC, ACDS, and SSI
local area networks to create a single tactical picture and a central integ
combat direction system.
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House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 186-187

programs, the committee does not understand the inability of the Depar

ment

of the Navy to fund the installation of the required SSDS equipment set and

related equipment required to activate the integrated SSDS test site. Su¢

funding should have been an integral part of the program plan when apg
for construction of the site was sought and given in 1991. The Navy's ina
to provide the required funding is even more incomprehensible in view of
fact that the ship self defense and CEC programs that will use the site h
been among the Navy's highest priority programs. These programs have
funded at an average funding level of approximately $400.0 million annu
since 1990, and have received significant annual funding increases from
Congress. By failing to budget for the activation and operation of the 1SD
the Navy has severely restricted its ability to perform testing and lifetime

engineering support, in-service engineering, and engineering initiatives

related to the CEC and SSDS systems.

Accordingly the committee recommends an increase of $8.6 million in
64759N to purchase the SSDS and related equipment required to activa
integrated land based test site at Wallops Island. The Secretary of the N
also directed to provide from available funds the $6.0 million that is requ
to refurbish and install an AN/SPS-48E air search radar at the site.
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SHIP SELF DEFENSE (NAVY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Reportl Language
Page 617-618

Ship self-defense system

The budget request included $132.3 million in PE 64755N for thé
Navy's ship self defense program including $8.2 million for continued
development of the NULKA active countermeasures decoy.

The House bill would authorize an increase of $8.6 million to
activate the integrated ship self-defense test site at Wallops Island, and
direct the Secretary of the Navy to provide $6.0 million from available fun
to refurbish and install an AN/SPS-48E air search radar at the test site.
House bill would direct the Secretary of the Navy to reassess the require
for close-in defense of Navy surface ships and report the results of the
assessment and the plan for meeting the requirement to the congressior
defense committees by February 28, 1998. Fiscal year 1998 funds would
be authorized to be obligated for the rolling airframe missile (RAM) upgrsg
program until 30 days after the congressional defense committees receiy
Secretary's report.

The Senate amendment would authorize an increase of $34.0 m
in PE 64755N, including:

(1) $19.0 to pursue the system integration needed to integrate th
cooperative engagement capability (CEC), the advanced combat directio
system (ACDS), and the ship self-defense system (SSDS) local area net
to create a single tactical picture and a central integrated combat directi
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FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Reportl Language
Page 617-618

(2) $2.0 million for continued development of the NULKA decoy;
and

(3) $13.0 million for accelerating the infrared search and track
program (IRST).

The conferees agree to authorize the following ship self-defense
increases to PE 64755N:

(1) $10.0 million to pursue the system integration needed to inte
the cooperative engagement capability (CEC), the advanced combat dirg
system (ACDS), and the ship self-defense system (SSDS) local area net
to create a single tactical picture and a central integrated combat directig
a quick reaction combat capability (QRCC);

(2) $4.0 million to activate the integrated ship self-defense test s
Wallops Island;

(3) $2.0 million for continued NULKA development; and

(4) $4.0 million to accelerate the IRST program.

The conferees direct the Secretary of the Navy to assess the
requirement for close-in defense of Navy surface ships as discussed in th
House report (H. Rept. 105-132), and to report the results of that assess
and the plans for meeting the requirement to the congressional defense
committees by February 28, 1998.
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SHIP SELF-DEFENSE (NAVY) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 8

Ship Self-Defense/Cooperative Engagement: Mindful of the growing t
to U.S. forces posed by both theater ballistic and cruise missiles, the
Committee has continued its long-standing emphasis on ship self-defens

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

hreat
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"cooperative engagement” (the sharing of tracking and targeting information

among many different platforms), and has added $401,800,000 over the
budget for these efforts.

Page 16-17

In fiscal year 1992, the Committee discovered that the Navy's ship se
defense programs were in disarray and it began an initiative to fix the
problem. In every fiscal year since 1992, the Committee has recommend
significant funding increases for ship self-defense programs. The Comm
was vindicated when former Secretary of Defense William Perry witnesse
sea tests of the cooperative engagement capability, a main target of the
Committee's interest. He called cooperative engagement "the most signi
technological development since stealth" and directed that the program |
accelerated. In the most recent tests using cooperative engagement, 17
missile shots were direct hits, at much farther distances than can be ach
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House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 16-17

by Aegis ships today, and in one case the ship firing its missiles in self-
defense could not even see the target due to radar jamming. In hearings
during the past few years, the Committee has commended Navy officials
their attention to committee direction on ship self defense programs.

In the fiscal year 1998 budget, something went awry. The Assistant
Secretary of the Navy for Research, Development and Acquisition testifie
the Committee this year that the Navy's budget continues "an all out effo

for

d to
rtto

protect our Sailors and Marines serving aboard ships against missile attack".

Yet, the Navy's budget is a considerable step backward in terms of achie
this objective. Many ship defense programs that have longstanding yet

ving

unfulfilled warfighting requirements and which have successfully completed

R&D have no funds requested in the fiscal year 1998 budget ostensibly d
lack of funds. Among those are installation of cooperative engagement
capability on two surface battle groups, ship self defense upgrades on tw
amphibious assault ships, and CIWS surface mode gun upgrades on 8
combatant ships to protect them against the terrorist patrol boat threat
identified in the early 1990s. The Committee wonders how the Navy can
rationalize no production funds for a system declared to be "the most
significant technological development since stealth”, after the system
successfully reached initial operating capability and whose fielding was
directed by the Secretary of Defense to be accelerated. The Navy also pr
to overhaul the U.S.S. Nimitz aircraft carrier without including $120,000,
of necessary equipment that directly contributes to the ability of the ship
perform its mission and to defend thousands of her sailors against cruise
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House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 16-17

missile attack, ostensibly due to lack of funds. The Navy also proposes a

multiyear contract for 12 new DDG-51 destroyers which would be delivergd to

the fleet as late as 2006 without either cooperative engagement or theater

ballistic missile defense capability, again ostensibly due to lack of funds.

It is apparent to the Committee that ship self-defense and theater bal
missile defense programs were given short shrift in the Navy's fiscal yea
budget due to the propensity of the Navy to request budget growth in (1)
priority programs such as basic research, NATO R&D, studies, and (2) R
for new platforms for every Naval community. The Committee's bill rectifi
this misallocation of resources by providing an increase of $401,800,000
R&D and procurement appropriations for ship self-defense and DDG-51
theater ballistic missile defense related programs, with attendant reducti
lower priority programs requested by the Navy.

Page 124

The Navy requested $5,841,000 for the ship-self defense system. The
Committee recommends $17,841,000, an increase of $12,000,000 only f
installation of the SSDS on two LSD-41 class ships with rolling airframe
missile launchers to be allocated from assets procured in 1998 or earlier|
years.
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The Navy requested $132,270,000 for ship self-defense. The Commit
recommends $190,870,000, an increase of $58,600,000. Within this am
$19,000,000 is for the Quick Reaction Combat Capability, $12,000,000 is
the ship self-defense test ship, $8,600,000 is only to refurbish an AN/SP
for the Wallops Island ship defense test facility, $9,000,000 is only for the
development of the SPQ-9B radar, and $10,000,000 is only for Infrared
Search and Track.
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SEC. 901. LIMITATION ON OPERATION AND SUPPORT FUNDS FOR
THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.

(a) Reduction in Funds.--The amount of funds appropriated pursuant
section 301 that are available for operation and support activities of the
Office of the Secretary of Defense may not exceed the amount equal to
percent of the amount of funds requested for such purpose in the budge
submitted by the President to Congress under section 1105 of title 31, U
States Code, for fiscal year 1998.

(b) Limitation Pending Receipt of Previously Required Reports.--Of t
amount available for fiscal year 1998 for operation and support activities
the Office of the Secretary of Defense (as limited pursuant to subsection
not more than 90 percent may be obligated until each of the following re
has been submitted to the congressional defense committees:

(1) The report required by section 901(c) of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 4(

(2) The report required by section 904(b) of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public Law 104-201; 110 Stat. 26

Bill Language

No bill language exists
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Defense Acquisition Workforce

In the 104th Congress, the committee addressed specific concerns wi
size and number of acquisition organizations and positions relative to the
declining Department of Defense (DOD) budget and modernization prog
Many of the acquisition reforms initiated by the committee were intended
ultimately reduce costs both to the private sector as well as the federal
government. Full implementation of acquisition reforms can, and should,
result in fundamental changes and reductions in the structure of the
Department's acquisition organizations. Specifically, it was the intent of t
committee in relieving the Department from the burden of administering
various antiquated and restrictive federal procurement laws that substan
fewer acquisition personnel would be required.

In seeking to establish a balance between the Department's diminishg
modernization program and the Department's acquisition bureaucracy, t
committee supported moderate reductions in acquisition personnel in se
906 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Pub
Law 104-106) and section 902 of the National Defense Authorization Act
Fiscal Year 1997 (Public Law 104-201). The committee understands tha
implementing these reductions, the Department exceeded the Congress
mandates in fiscal year 1996 and plans to do so again in fiscal year 199]

In addition to seeking overall reductions in personnel, the committee
sought to engage the Department in determining the appropriate structu
organization of its future acquisition system. Section 906 of the National

Report Lanqguage

No report language exists.
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Page 392
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public Law 104-106)

required the Department to examine consolidation and reorganization of

and report to Congress on its recommendations. Unfortunately, the repof

provided by the Department demonstrated no real effort to consider the
various organizational and management options identified by the law an
surprisingly, failed to propose any significant alterations to the current
acquisition structure.

The committee notes the 1995 Commission on Roles and Missions
(CORM) sharply criticized the Department's acquisition organizations for
maintaining redundant staffs and facilities for many types of common
acquisition support activities. Therefore, the committee rejects the
Department's conclusion in its report to Congress pursuant to section 90
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public Law
104-106) that it has adequately assessed and implemented options for
restructuring its acquisition organizations for the purposes of improved
efficiency.

The committee strongly disagrees with the Department's assertion thg
increased downsizing of the workforce would place at risk the ability of th

Department to equip combat forces and modernize against future threats.

Rather, the committee regards the disproportionate size of the defense
acquisition personnel workforce and infrastructure relative to the dramati
reduced procurement accounts as a serious drain upon current and futut
resources. The committee believes that the Department's continued refu
restructure and streamline acquisition infrastructure will result in the
squandering of resources urgently needed to offset modernization, readi
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Defense Reorganization

The post Cold War global security environment has witnessed dramat
reductions in the size and capability of the U.S. military force structure w
the organizational composition of the Department of Defense, especially
management level, has remained largely unchanged. Since 1987, the Af
has lost eight active divisions, the Navy has decommissioned three carri
and over 200 ships, and the Air Force has cut 12 active and five reserve
tactical wings. Notably, 1997 active duty personnel levels are equivalent
1950 pre-Korean War levels. Meanwhile, from 1985 to 1996, the Office g
Secretary increased its staff 40 percent, military department headquarte
continue to maintain redundant staffs, and, in spite of a 70 percent drop
procurement accounts since 1985, the Department's acquisition infrastry
has remained largely static.

The committee maintains that the Department currently has sufficient
authority to reorganize and restructure itself but has demonstrated little
willingness to pursue such reforms. Not since the passage of the Goldwg
Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 (Public Law
433) has the defense establishment undergone significant scrutiny and f

To address these disturbing trends, the committee undertook a numbgq
initiatives during the 104th Congress to encourage and compel the
Department to focus on these matters and arrive at its own options and
solutions. The committee deliberately chose not to legislate specific
prescriptive remedies on
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the belief that the Department was better suited to develop such detail on its
own. Therefore, the committee provided the Department with broad guidance

and, where possible, relief from existing statutory limitations and dictates

organizational matters. To the committee's continuing disappointment, the

Department's response to these efforts has ranged from passive resistar]
outright defiance of statutory direction. After two years of attempting a
preferred approach of cooperation and collaboration, the committee findg
no further along in effecting the necessary change in the Department's
management and organizational structure.

The committee reaffirms its commitment to pursuing meaningful
management reform of the Department of Defense and intends to make
goal a principal focus of its oversight and legislative activities for the
remainder of this Congress.

Management Headquarters and Headquarters Support Personne|

The committee continues to be concerned with the size and cost of the

Department's management headquarters and headquarters support acti
The committee believes the Department needs to further examine the st
and size of its management headquarters and headquarters support act
to eliminate unnecessary duplication, outdated modes of organization, a
wasteful inefficiencies.

The committee notes with concern that the Department has yet to sub

on

ceto

itself

this

D

vities.
ucture
vities
hd

mit

the report and recommendations required by section 904 of the National

228




DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 394

Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public Law 104-201). W
the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) has cited reducing and streamli
management headquarters and headquarters support activities as a prid
has postponed implementation of reductions until another internal study
reviews the issue and makes recommendations to the Secretary of Defer
August 29, 1997.

The committee is encouraged with the QDR's assertion that the reduc
layers of oversight at headquarters and operational commands and elim
of management and support personnel will yield 10,000 military and 14,(
civilian positions. The committee concurs with the need to drawdown
unnecessary infrastructure and supports the Department in this regard.

The committee is aware of several organizations that have not been
reported by DOD as management headquarters or headquarters suppor
appear to be performing those functions. These organizations include th
Force Studies and Analyses Agency, U.S. Army's Forces Command Fiel
Support Activity, Air Combat Command's Studies and Analyses Squadrog
and the U.S. Atlantic Command's Information Systems Support Group.
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Furthermore, the committee understands only a portion of the headquarters

staffs of the DOD Inspector General and some Defense Agencies are rej
by DOD as being management headquarters or headquarters support. H
example, none of the headquarters of the numbered air forces are curre
reported (although they were in the past), and the Navy's Program Exec
Offices apparently have not been reported in spite of the DOD directive
requiring their inclusion.
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The committee understands the Department will address the inadequaci
the current definition of management headquarters and headquarters sy
activities in its August 29, 1997 report to the Secretary. Accordingly, the
committee expects the aforementioned inconsistencies will be addressed
August report.

Section 901--Limitation on Operation and Support Funds for the Office o
Secretary of Defense

The committee in the 104th Congress passed a series of measures dg
to improve the organization of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OS
The basis of the committee's action was concern with the expanding ang
evolving scope of OSD staff responsibilities at the expense of the primary
of enhancing the Secretary's decision making ability. While active duty fo
were cut 33 percent over the last ten years and have been required to aq
innovative resource management techniques, OSD increased its size by
percent. The committee continues to be concerned with OSD's unwillingf

to modify its excessive management structure in spite of the overwhelming

fiscal pressures facing the rest of the Department. The committee believg
OSD has deliberately avoided any downsizing effort and has elected not
lead the Department by example.

The committee notes with concern the Department's non-compliance
section 901 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 19¢
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(Public Law 104-106) requiring a report on specific plans for improving
organizational efficiency and effectiveness of the Office of the Secretary.
committee was disappointed to learn the Quadrennial Defense Review ((
postponed consideration of OSD reorganization pending an internal revi
panel. The committee believes the Department has been provided amplg
to comply with section 901 and fails to support the rationale behind delay
these important issues. Specifically, the QDR states the Task Force on R
will commence its examination of OSD in the spring of 1997 and will rep
its findings by November 30, 1997, almost two years after the law requirg
The committee strongly believes OSD should reduce its size and repo
Congress pursuant to section 901 of the National Defense Authorization
for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public Law 104-106). The committee recognizes O
not implementing personnel reductions at a rate sufficient to achieve the
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statutory requirement by October 1, 1997, as specified in section 903 of the

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public Law 104
201). Accordingly, the committee recommends a provision (sec. 901) th
would reduce the funding associated with the operation and support actiy
of the Office of the Secretary of Defense by 20 percent, as reflected withi
section 301 of this bill, and would restrict the obligation of 10 percent of
authorized funding until the Department conforms to the statutory
requirement to provide reports as required by section 901 of the Nationa
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public Law 104-106) an
section 904 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 19¢
(Public Law 104-201).
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SEC. 851. CONFORMANCE OF POLICY ON PERFORMANCE BASED
MANAGEMENT OF CIVILIAN ACQUISITION PROGRAMS WITH POLIG
ESTABLISHED FOR DEFENSE ACQUISITION PROGRAMS.

(a) Performance Goals.--Section 313(a) of the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 263(a)) is amended to re
follows:

"(a) Congressional Policy.--It is the policy of Congress that the head o
each executive agency should achieve, on average, 90 percent of the ¢
performance, and schedule goals established for major acquisition progr
of the agency.".

(b) Conforming Amendment to Reporting Requirement.--Section 6(k)
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 405(k)) is amended
inserting "regarding major acquisitions that is" in the first sentence after
"policy”.

Report Lanqguage
Page 779

Conformance of policy on performance based management of civilian
Yacquisition programs with policy established for defense acquisition prog
(sec. 851)

The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 845) that w
adagorm the policy on performance based management of civilian acquis
programs with the similar policy applicable to defense acquisition progra
under the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-
f 355).
DSt,
ams

The House bill contained no similar provision.
The House recedes.
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SEC. 911. REDUCTION IN PERSONNEL ASSIGNED TO MANAGEME]
HEADQUARTERS AND HEADQUARTERS SUPPORT ACTIVITIES.

(a) In General.--(1) Chapter 3 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following new section:

"Sec. 130a. Management headquarters and headquarters suppd
activities personnel: limitation

"(a) Limitation.--Effective October 1, 2002, the number of
management headquarters and headquarters support activities personn
the Department of Defense may not exceed 75 percent of the baseline 1

"(b) Phased Reduction.--The number of management headquart
and headquarters support activities personnel in the Department of Defe

"(1) as of October 1, 1998, may not exceed 95 percent of the ba
number;

"(2) as of October 1, 1999, may not exceed 90 percent of the ba
number;

"(3) as of October 1, 2000, may not exceed 85 percent of the bal
number; and

Report Lanqguage
Page 786

NReduction in personnel assigned to management headquarters and
headquarters support activities (sec. 911)

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 1301) that would requ
the Secretary of Defense to reduce the number of personnel assigned to
management headquarters and headquarters support activities by 25 pe

rover four years.

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The Senate recedes with an amendment that would require a 25
percent reduction in the number of personnel assigned to management
eliradquarters and headquarters support activities over five years, would
uantdez.percent reduction in the number of personnel assigned to manage
headquarters and headquarters support activities during fiscal year 1998
ergould direct a five percent reduction in the number of personnel assigne
nsenagement headquarters and headquarters support activities within th
United States Transportation Command during fiscal year 1998, and wo
sdlirget the Secretary of Defense to require the Task Force on Defense Re
to include an examination of the missions, functions, and responsibilities
various headquarters activities and management headquarters support
selotigities and to submit a report on the results of the examination by the
Force on Defense Reform to the Congress not later than March 1, 1998.
The conferees intend that the reductions in the United States Transportg
s@immmand made during fiscal year 1998 count towards the aggregate

Department-wide reduction of five percent.
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"(4) as of October 1, 2001, may not exceed 80 percent of the bakseline
number.

"(c) Baseline Number.--In this section, the term 'baseline numbef’
means the number of management headquarters and headquarters support
activities personnel in the Department of Defense as of October 1, 1997

"(d) Limitation on Management Headquarters and Headquarters
Support Personnel Assigned to the United States Transportation Command.--
(1) Effective October 1, 1998, the number of management headquarters
activities and management headquarters support activities personnel assigned
to, or employed in, the United States Transportation Command may not
exceed the number equal to 95 percent of the number of such personne] as of
October 1, 1997.

"(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), the United States Transportation

Command shall be considered to include the following:
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"(4) as of October 1, 2001, may not exceed 80 percent of the
baseline number.

"(c) Baseline Number.--In this section, the term 'baseline numbe
means the number of management headquarters and headquarters sup
activities personnel in the Department of Defense as of October 1, 1997

"(d) Limitation on Management Headquarters and Headquarters
Support Personnel Assigned to the United States Transportation Comma
(1) Effective October 1, 1998, the number of management headquarters
activities and management headquarters support activities personnel as
to, or employed in, the United States Transportation Command may not
exceed the number equal to 95 percent of the number of such personne
October 1, 1997.

"(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), the United States Transportat

Command shall be considered to include the following:
"(A) The United States Transportation Command Headquarters.
"(B) The Air Mobility Command of the Air Force.

"(C) The Military Sealift Command of the Navy.
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"(D) The Military Traffic Management Command of the Army.
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"(E) The Defense Courier Service.

"(F) Any other element of the Department of Defense assigned t
United States Transportation Command.

"(3) The Secretary of Defense may waive or suspend operation ¢
paragraph (1) in the event of a war or national emergency.

“(e) Management Headquarters and Headquarters Support Activ
Personnel Defined.--In this section:

"(1) The term 'management headquarters and headquarters sup
activities personnel' means military and civilian personnel of the Departn
of Defense who are assigned to, or employed in, functions in managemse
headquarters activities or in management headquarters support activitie

"(2) The terms 'management headquarters activities' and
'management headquarters support activities' have the meanings given
terms in Department of Defense Directive 5100.73, entitled 'Department
Defense Management Headquarters and Headquarters Support Activitie
in effect on November 12, 1996.
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"(f) Limitation on Reassignment of Functions.--In carrying out
reductions in the number of personnel assigned to, or employed in,
management headquarters and headquarters support activities in order {
comply with this section, the Secretary of Defense and the Secretaries 0
military departments may not reassign functions in order to evade the
requirements of this section.

"(g) Flexibility.--If the Secretary of Defense determines, and cert
to Congress, that the limitation in subsection (b) with respect to any fiscg
year would adversely affect United States national security, the Secretal
may waive the limitation under that subsection with respect to that fiscal
If the Secretary of Defense determines, and certifies to Congress, that th
limitation in subsection (a) during fiscal year 2001 would adversely affec
United States national security, the Secretary may waive the limitation u
that subsection with respect to that fiscal year. The authority under this
subsection may be used only once, with respect to a single fiscal year.".

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of such chapter is amg
by adding at the end the following new item:
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"130a. Management headquarters and headquarters support
activities personnel: limitation.".

(b) Implementation Report.--Not later than January 15, 1998, the
Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a report--

(1) containing a plan to achieve the personnel reductions require
section 130a of title 10, United States Code, as added by subsection (a)

(2) including the recommendations of the Secretary regarding--

(A) the revision, replacement, or augmentation of Department of
Defense Directive 5100.73, entitled "Department of Defense Manageme
Headquarters and Headquarters Support Activities", as in effect on Novg
12, 1996; and

(B) the revision of the definitions of the terms "management
headquarters activities" and "management headquarters support activitig
under that Directive so that those terms apply uniformly throughout the
Department of Defense.
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(c) Duties of Task Force on Defense Reform to Include
Consideration Of Management Headquarters Activities.--(1) The Secrets
Defense shall require that the areas of study of the Task Force on Defen
Reform (established by the Secretary of Defense on May 14, 1997, and
headed by the Deputy Secretary of Defense) include an examination of
missions, functions, and responsibilities of the various management
headquarters activities and management headquarters support activities
the Department of Defense. In carrying out that examination of those
activities, the Task Force shall identify areas of duplication in those activ
and recommend to the Secretary options to streamline, reduce, and elin
redundancies.

(2) The examination of the missions, functions, and responsibiliti
the various management headquarters activities and management
headquarters support activities of the Department of Defense under
paragraph (1) shall include the following:

(A) An assessment of benefits of consolidation or selected
elimination of Department of Defense management headquarters activiti
and management headquarters support activities.
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(B) An assessment of the opportunities to streamline the manag
headquarters and management headquarters support infrastructure that
realized as a result of the enactment of the Federal Acquisition Streamli
Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-355) and the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996
(divisions D and E of Public Law 104-106) or as result of other managen
reform initiatives implemented administratively during the period from 19
through 1997.

(C) An assessment of such other options for streamlining or
restructuring the management headquarters and management headquat
support infrastructure as the Task Force considers appropriate and as ca
carried out under existing provisions of law.

(3) Not later than March 1, 1998, the Secretary of Defense shall
submit to Congress a report on the results of the examination by the Tas
Force under this subsection. The Secretary shall include in the report an
report to the Secretary from the Task Force with respect to the matters
described in paragraphs (1) and (2).
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(B) An assessment of the opportunities to streamline the manag
headquarters and management headquarters support infrastructure that
realized as a result of the enactment of the Federal Acquisition Streamli
Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-355) and the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996
(divisions D and E of Public Law 104-106) or as result of other managen
reform initiatives implemented administratively during the period from 19
through 1997.

(C) An assessment of such other options for streamlining or
restructuring the management headquarters and management headquat
support infrastructure as the Task Force considers appropriate and as ca
carried out under existing provisions of law.

(3) Not later than March 1, 1998, the Secretary of Defense shall
submit to Congress a report on the results of the examination by the Tas
Force under this subsection. The Secretary shall include in the report an
report to the Secretary from the Task Force with respect to the matters
described in paragraphs (1) and (2).

(d) Codification of Prior Permanent Limitation on OSD Personnel.

(1) Chapter 4 of title 10, United States Code, is amended by adding at th
a new section 143 consisting of--
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(A) a heading as follows:

“Sec. 143. Office of the Secretary of Defense personnel: limitatig
and

(B) a text consisting of the text of subsections (a) through (f) of
section 903 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 19
(Public Law 104-201; 110 Stat. 2617).

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of such chapter is amg
by adding at the end the following new item:

"143. Office of the Secretary of Defense personnel: limitation.".

(3) Section 903 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Yea
1997 (Public Law 104-201; 110 Stat. 2617) is repealed.
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SEC. 912. DEFENSE ACQUISITION WORKFORCE.

(a) Reduction of Defense Acquisition Workforce.--(1) The Secretary

of Defense shall accomplish reductions in defense acquisition personnel
positions during fiscal year 1998 so that the total number of such person
as of October 1, 1998, is less than the total number of such personnel as
October 1, 1997, by at least the applicable number determined under
paragraph (2).

(2)(A) The applicable number for purposes of paragraph (1) is

25,000. However, the Secretary of Defense may specify a lower numbe
which may not be less than 10,000, as the applicable number for purpos
paragraph (1) if the Secretary determines, and certifies to Congress not
than June 1, 1998, that an applicable number greater than the number
specified by the Secretary would be inconsistent with the cost-effective
management of the defense acquisition system to obtain best value equ
and would adversely affect military readiness.

(B) The Secretary shall include with such a certification a detaile
explanation of each of the matters certified.

(C) The authority of the Secretary under subparagraph (A) may ¢
be delegated to the Deputy Secretary of Defense.

Report Lanqguage
Page 786

Additional reduction in defense acquisition workforce (sec. 912)

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 1302) that would man
a reduction in the size of the defense acquisition workforce by 124,000
hetdividuals by October 1, 2001. The provision would require a phased
ohplementation of the reduction and include a requirement to reduce the
of the workforce by 40,000 individuals in fiscal year 1998.

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The Senate recedes with an amendment that would require a
reduction of 25,000 in the number of defense acquisition personnel posit
rin fiscal year 1998. The provision would provide authority for the Secreta
eBefense to waive up to 15,000 of that number based on a determination
aeeater reduction would be inconsistent with cost-effective management

defense acquisition system to obtain best value equipment and would

adversely affect military readiness. The provision would also require a re
ponettie reduction in the number of acquisition positions in the Departmen

Defense since 1989 and a definition of the defense acquisition workforce|

can be uniformly applied throughout the Department of Defense. With re
dto the definition, the conferees are encouraged by the foundational analy
the issue recently completed for the Department of Defense by an outsid
contractor.
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(3) For purposes of this subsection, the term "defense acquisitio
personnel” means military and civilian personnel (other than civilian
personnel who are employed at a maintenance depot) who are assigned
employed in, acquisition organizations of the Department of Defense (as
specified in Department of Defense Instruction numbered 5000.58 dated
January 14, 1992).

(b) Report on Specific Acquisition Positions Previously Eliminate
Not later than 30 days after the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a report on reductions in
defense acquisition workforce made since fiscal year 1989. The report s
show aggregate reductions by fiscal year and shall show for each fiscal
reductions identified by specific job title, classification, or position. The
report shall also identify those reductions carried out pursuant to law (an
how the Secretary implemented any statutory requirement for such
reductions, including definition of the workforce subject to the reduction)
those reductions carried out as a result of base closures and realignmen
under the so-called BRAC process. The Secretary shall include in the re
definition of the term "defense acquisition workforce" that is to be appliec
uniformly throughout the Department of Defense.

(c) Implementation Plan To Streamline and Improve Acquisition
Organizations.--(1) Not later than April 1, 1998, the Secretary of Defense
shall submit to Congress a report containing a plan to streamline the

Report Lanqguage
Page 786

N The provision would also require a review of acquisition

organizations and functions by both the Secretary of Defense and the T3
tBpare on Defense Reform. The conferees expect that these reviews will |
conducted in a thorough manner and that the reports by the Secretary o

Defense on these reviews will be submitted to Congress in a timely fashi
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acquisition organizations, workforce, and infrastructure of the Departmer
Defense. The Secretary shall include with the report a detailed discussio
the recommendations of the Secretary based on the review under subse
(d) and the assessment of the Task Force on Defense Reform pursuant
subsection (e), together with a request for the enactment of any legislati
changes necessary for implementation of the plan. The Secretary shall
include in the report the results of the review under subsection (d) and th
independent assessment of the Task Force on Defense Reform pursuan
subsection (e).

(2) In carrying out this subsection and subsection (d), the Secret
of Defense shall formally consult with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs o

t of
n of
ction
(0]

e

e
t to

ary

Staff, the Director of Program Analysis and Evaluation, the Under Secretary

of Defense (Comptroller), and the Under Secretary for Acquisition and
Technology.

(d) Review of Acquisition Organizations and Functions.--The
Secretary of Defense shall conduct a review of the organizations and
functions of the Department of Defense acquisition activities and of the
personnel required to carry out those functions. The review shall identify|
following:

(1) Opportunities for cross-service, cross-functional arrangement
within the military services and defense agencies.

the

S

(2) Specific areas of overlap, duplication, and redundancy among the va[ious

acquisition organizations.
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(3) Opportunities to further streamline acquisition processes.

(4) Benefits of an enhanced Joint Requirements Oversight Coun
the acquisition process.

(5) Alternative consolidation options for acquisition organizationg.

(6) Alternative methods for performing industry oversight and qu
assurance.

(7) Alternative options to shorten the procurement cycle.

(8) Alternative acquisition infrastructure reduction options within
current authorities.

(9) Alternative organizational arrangements that capitalize on co
acquisition competencies among the military services and defense agen

(10) Future acquisition personnel requirements of the Departmel

(11) Adequacy of the Program, Plans, and Budgeting System in
fulfilling current and future acquisition needs of the Department.

(12) Effect of technology and advanced management tools in thg

cil in
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(13) Applicability of more flexible alternative approaches to the
current civil service system for the acquisition workforce.

(14) Adequacy of Department of Defense Instruction numbered
5000.58 dated January 14, 1992.

(e) Duties of Task Force on Defense Reform to Include
Consideration Of Acquisition Organizations.--(1) The Secretary of Defen
shall require that the areas of study of the Task Force on Defense Refor
(established by the Secretary of Defense on May 14, 1997, and headed
Deputy Secretary of Defense) include an examination of the missions,
functions, and responsibilities of the various acquisition organizations of
Department of Defense, including the acquisition workforce of the
Department. In carrying out that examination of those organizations and
workforce, the Task Force shall identify areas of duplication in defense
acquisition organization and recommend to the Secretary options to
streamline, reduce, and eliminate redundancies.

(2) The examination of the missions, functions, and responsibilities of
various acquisition organizations of the Department of Defense under
paragraph (1) shall include the following:

se
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by the
the

that
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(A) An assessment of benefits of consolidation or select elimination

of Department of Defense acquisition organizations.
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(B) An assessment of the opportunities to streamline the defens
acquisition infrastructure that were realized as a result of the enactment
the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-355) g
the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (divisions D and E of Public Law 104-106
as result of other acquisition reform initiatives implemented administrativ
during the period from 1993 through 1997.

(C) An assessment of such other options for streamlining or
restructuring the defense acquisition infrastructure as the Task Force
considers appropriate and as can be carried out under existing provision
law.

(3) Not later than March 1, 1998, the Task Force shall submit to
Secretary a report on the results of its review of the acquisition organiza
of the Department of Defense, including any recommendations of the T3
Force for improvements to those organizations.

(f) Technical Reference Correction.--Section 1721(c) of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by striking out "November 25, 1988" an
inserting in lieu thereof "November 12, 1996".
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Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 376

SEC. 1203. REPORT ON FUTURE MILITARY CAPABILITIES AND
STRATEGY OF THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA.

(a) Report.--The Secretary of Defense shall prepare a report, in both
classified and unclassified form, on the future pattern of military

Bill Language

No bill language exists

modernization of the People's Republic of China. The report shall address the

probable course of military-technological development in the People's
Liberation Army and the development of Chinese grand strategy, securit
strategy, and military strategy, and of military organizations and operatio
concepts, through 2015.

(b) Matters To Be Included.--The report shall include analyses and
forecasts of the following:

(1) The goals of Chinese grand strategy, security strategy, and mi
strategy.

(2) Trends in Chinese political grand strategy meant to establish t
People's Republic of China as the leading political power in the Asia-Pa
region and as a political and military presence in other regions of the wo
including Central Asia, Southwest Asia, Europe, and Latin America.

(3) Developments in Chinese military doctrine, focusing on (but ng
limited to) efforts to exploit the emerging Revolution in Military Affairs or
conduct preemptive strikes.
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(4) Efforts by the People's Republic of China to develop long-rang
air-to-air or air defense missiles designed to target special support aircrgft
such as Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) aircraft, Joint
Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS) aircraft, or othe
command and control, intelligence, airborne early warning, or electronic
warfare aircraft.

(5) Efforts by the People's Republic of China to develop a capability
to conduct "information warfare" at the strategic, operational, and tacticaj
levels of war.

(6) Efforts by the People's Republic of China to develop a capability to
establish control of space or to deny access and use of military and
commercial space systems in times of crisis or war, including programs {o
place weapons in space or to develop earth-based weapons capable of
attacking space-based systems.

(7) Trends that would lead the People's Republic of China toward the
development of advanced intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance
capabilities, including gaining access to commercial or third-party systems
with military significance.

(8) Efforts by the People's Republic of China to develop highly
accurate and stealthy ballistic and cruise missiles, including sea-launched
cruise missiles, particularly in numbers sufficient to conduct attacks capable
of overwhelming projected defense capabilities in the Asia-Pacific regioi

[1]
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(9) Development by the People's Republic of China of command
control networks, particularly those capable of battle management of lon
range precision strikes.

and

(10) Programs of the People's Republic of China involving unmanned

aerial vehicles, particularly those with extended ranges or loitering times
potential strike capabilities.

(11) Exploitation by the People's Republic of China for military
purposes of the Global Positioning System or other similar systems (incl

commercial land surveillance satellites), with such analysis and forecasts

focusing particularly on those signs indicative of an attempt to increase
accuracy of weapons or situational awareness of operating forces.

(12) Development by the People's Republic of China of capabilitie
denial of sea control, including such systems as advanced sea mines,
improved submarine capabilities, or land-based sea-denial systems.

(13) Continued development by the People's Republic of China of
follow-on forces, particularly forces capable of rapid air or amphibious
assault.

(c) Submission of Report.--The report shall be submitted to Congres
later than March 15, 1998.
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Section 1203--Report on Future Military Capabilities and Strategy of the
People's Republic of China

This section would require that the Secretary of Defense prepare a rej
the future pattern of military modernization of the People's Republic of C
The report is similar to one directed in the National Defense Authorizatio
Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public Law 104-201), but expands the scope of
research and the time period to be considered.

Report Lanqguage
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No report language exists.
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SEC. 1226. REPORT ON FUTURE MILITARY CAPABILITIES AND
STRATEGY OF THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA.

(a) Report.--The Secretary of Defense shall prepare a report, in
classified and unclassified form, on the pattern of military modernization
the People's Republic of China. The report shall address the probable cq
of military-technological development in the People's Liberation Army an
the development of Chinese security strategy and military strategy, and
military organizations and operational concepts, through 2015.

(b) Matters To Be Included.--The report shall include analyses a
forecasts of the following:

(1) The goals of Chinese security strategy and military strategy.

(2) Trends in Chinese strategy regarding the political goals of thg
People's Republic of China in the Asia-Pacific region and its political ang
military presence in other regions of the world, including Central Asia,
Southwest Asia, Europe, and Latin America.

(3) Developments in Chinese military doctrine, focusing on (but

limited to) efforts to exploit an emerging Revolution in Military Affairs or {

conduct preemptive strikes.

Report Lanqguage
Page 820

Report on future military capabilities and strategy of the People's Republi
China (sec. 1226)

both The House bill contained a provision (sec. 1203) that would requ
ofhe Department of Defense to prepare an assessment of the future milita|
wapabilities and strategy of the People's Republic of China.

d The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

pf The Senate recedes with a clarifying amendment.
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(4) Efforts by the People's Republic of China to enhance its
capabilities in the area of nuclear weapons development.

(5) Efforts by the People's Republic of China to develop long-rari

air-to-air or air defense missiles that would provide the capability to target

special support aircraft such as Airborne Warning and Control System
(AWACS) aircraft, Joint Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System
(JSTARS) aircraft, or other command and control, intelligence, airborne
early warning, or electronic warfare aircraft.

(6) Efforts by the People's Republic of China to develop a capab
to conduct "information warfare" at the strategic, operational, and tactica|
levels of war.

(7) Development by the People's Republic of China of capabilitie
the area of electronic warfare.

(8) Efforts by the People's Republic of China to develop a capability to
establish control of space or to deny access and use of military and
commercial space systems in times of crisis or war, including programs {
place weapons in space or to develop earth-based weapons capable of
attacking space-based systems.
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(9) Trends that would lead the People's Republic of China towar
development of advanced intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance
capabilities, including gaining access to commercial or third-party systen
with military significance.

(10) Efforts by the People's Republic of China to develop highly
accurate and stealthy ballistic and cruise missiles, including sea-launche

1 the

1Y

NS

d

cruise missiles, particularly in numbers sufficient to conduct attacks capable

of overwhelming projected defense capabilities in the Asia-Pacific region.

(11) Development by the People's Republic of China of comman
and control networks, particularly those capable of battle management g
long-range precision strikes.

(12) Efforts by the People's Republic of China in the area of
telecommunications, including common channel signaling and synchron
digital hierarchy technologies.

(13) Development by People's Republic of China of advanced
aerospace technologies with military applications (including gas turbine '
section" technologies).

(14) Programs of the People's Republic of China involving
unmanned aerial vehicles, particularly those with extended ranges or

- O

PDUS

hot

loitering times or potential strike capabilities.
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(15) Exploitation by the People's Republic of China for military
purposes of the Global Positioning System or other similar systems (incl
commercial land surveillance satellites), with such analysis and forecast
focusing particularly on indications of an attempt to increase the accurag
weapons or situational awareness of operating forces.

(16) Development by the People's Republic of China of capabilit
for denial of sea control, including such systems as advanced sea mineg
improved submarine capabilities, or land-based sea-denial systems.

(17) Efforts by the People's Republic of China to develop its anti
submarine warfare capabilities.

(18) Continued development by the People's Republic of China
follow-on forces, particularly forces capable of rapid air or amphibious
assault.

(19) Efforts by the People's Republic of China to enhance its
capabilities in such additional areas of strategic concern as the Secretar
identifies.

(c) Analysis of Implications of Sales of Products and Technologig
Entities in China.--The report under subsection (a) shall include, with res

uding
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to each area for analyses and forecasts specified in subsection (b)--
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(1) an assessment of the military effects of sales of United State
foreign products and technologies to entities in the People's Republic of
China; and

(2) the potential threat of developments related to such effects t

United States strategic interests.

(d) Submission of Report.--The report shall be submitted to Con
not later than March 15, 1998.
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Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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No language exists.
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SEC. 3131. BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE NATIONAL LABORATOR
PROGRAM.

(a) Program.--The Secretary of Energy shall establish a program for
purposes of making available to the Secretary of Defense the expertise
national laboratories for the ballistic missile defense programs of the
Department of Defense.

(b) Task Force.--The Secretary of Energy shall conduct the program
through a task force consisting of the directors of the Los Alamos Nation
Laboratory, the Sandia National Laboratories, and the Lawrence Liverm
National Laboratory. The chairmanship of the task force shall rotate eac
year among the directors of the laboratories. The director of the Lawreng
Livermore National Laboratory shall serve as the first chairman.

(c) Activities.--Under the program, the national laboratories shall cari
out those activities necessary to respond to requests for assistance fron
Secretary of Defense with respect to the ballistic missile defense progra
the Department of Defense. Such activities may include the identificatiof
technical modifications and test techniques, the analysis of physics prob
the consolidation of range and test activities, and the analysis and simul
of theater missile defense deployment problems.

(d) Funding.--Of the amounts authorized to be appropriated by sectiq
3101(a)(1), $50,000,000 shall be available only for the program authoriz

Bill Language

No bill language exists
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Laboratory Review of Missile Defenses

In House Report 104-563 accompanying the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public Law 104-201), the commit
required the directors of each of the nuclear weapons laboratories to sulb
report that assessed ballistic missile defense expertise and problem solv
capabilities within their respective organizations. The laboratories have &
long-standing role in nonproliferation, counter-proliferation, and convent
defense activities, and a history of significant contributions to missile defé
programs. The committee required this most recent assessment of the
laboratories' capabilities to determine if greater laboratory involvement cq
strengthen the U.S. Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) program. Options fg
greater involvement by the nuclear weapons laboratories ranged from th
of supercomputing and modeling capabilities, which can provide simulati
tools to support risk reduction in BMD system development and deploym

to the use of the laboratories' Strategic Target System for Theater Missilg

Defense and National Missile Defense test and evaluation.

As a result of this study, the committee recommends, elsewhere in thi
the establishment of a new program office that will integrate the existing
BMD weapons laboratory expertise with the Department of Defense Balli

Missile Defense Organization (BMDO). This new program office would be

chaired on a rotating basis by the laboratory directors. Office staff would
assigned specific-problem solving tasks in response to requests for assis
by the BMDO. Of the funds available for core stockpile stewardship in fis

Report Lanqguage

No report language exists.
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1998, the committee recommends that $50.0 million be made available t
implement this program. The committee believes that the laboratories hg
resources and expertise that can be of great use to the Department of D
not only in the areas noted above, but also in areas such as metallurgy,
acoustics and component analysis. The committee believes that if the
laboratories are successful in solving the problems related to the BMD
program in a cost effective way, then it is likely that this program will be
expanded in future years to such areas as submarine development and
component analysis
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE NATIONAL LABORATORY PROGRAM (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 416

SEC. 3131. MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING FOR USE OF
NATIONAL LABORATORIES FOR BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE
PROGRAMS.

(a) Memorandum of Understanding.--The Secretary of Energy af
the Secretary of Defense shall enter into a memorandum of understandi
the purpose of improving and facilitating the use by the Secretary of Def
of the expertise of the national laboratories for the ballistic missile defen
programs of the Department of Defense.

(b) Assistance.--The memorandum of understanding shall provid
that the Secretary of Defense shall request such assistance with respect
ballistic missile defense programs of the Department of Defense as the
Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of Energy determine can be pro
through the technical skills and experience of the national laboratories,
such financial arrangements as the Secretaries determine are appropria

(c) Activities.--The memorandum of understanding shall provide
the national laboratories shall carry out those activities necessary to resj
to requests for assistance from the Secretary of Defense referred to in
subsection (b). Such activities may include the identification of technical
modifications and test techniques, the analysis of physics problems, the
consolidation of range and test activities, and the analysis and simulatio
theater missile defense deployment problems.

Report Lanqguage
Page 897

Missile Defenses programs (sec. 3131)

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 3131) that would esta|
ch program within the Department of Energy weapons laboratories for the
ngpfopose of assisting the Department of Defense in the testing and develg
eo$a ballistic missile defense program.
5e
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

e The Senate recedes with an amendment that would direct the
t8eheetary of Energy and the Secretary of Defense to enter into a memor
of understanding as to how the Department of Energy national laboratori
victaad be utilized more fully to support the ballistic missile defense progra
sing
e.
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE NATIONAL LABORATORY PROGRAM (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 416

(d) National Laboratories.--For purposes of this section, the natig
laboratories are--

(1) the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Livermore,
California;

(2) the Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexig
and

(3) the Sandia National Laboratories, Albuquerque, New Mexico
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE NATIONAL LABORATORY PROGRAM (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE NATIONAL LABORATORY PROGRAM (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97) H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)
Statutory Lanquage Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language

No bill language exists.

Bill Language
Page 37

SEC. 215. FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
CENTERS.

(a) Limitation on Staff Years Funded.--Not more than 6,006 staff yea|
technical effort (staff years) may be funded for federally funded research
development centers out of the funds authorized to be appropriated for t
Department of Defense for fiscal year 1998.

(b) Allocations Among Centers.--(1) Not later than 60 days after the

of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the

congressional defense committees a report that specifies the number of
years of technical effort that is to be allocated (for funding as described
subsection (a)) to each defense federally funded research and developn
center for fiscal year 1998.

(2) After the submission of the report on allocation of staff years of
technical effort under paragraph (1), the Secretary of Defense may not

Is of
and
he

late
staff
n
ent

reallocate more than 5 percent of the staff years of technical effort allocated

to a federally funded research and development center for fiscal year 19
from that center to other federally funded research and development cer
until 30 days after the date on which the Secretary has submitted a

justification for the reallocation to the congressional defense committees.

98
ters

269



FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language
Page 37

(c) Fiscal Year 1999 Allocation.--(1) The Secretary of Defense sk
submit to the congressional defense committees a report that specifies t
number of staff years of technical effort that is to be allocated to each
federally funded research and development center for fiscal year 1999 f
funding out of the funds authorized to be appropriated for the Departmer
Defense for that fiscal year.

(2) The report shall be submitted at the same time that the President
submits the budget for fiscal year 1999 to Congress under section 1105
title 31, United States Code.

(c) Staff Year Defined.--In this section, the term "staff year of technig
effort” means 1,810 hours of paid effort by direct and consultant labor
performing professional-level technical work primarily in the fields of stug
and analysis, system engineering and integration, systems planning, pro
and policy planning and analyses, and basic and applied research.
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FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage

No report language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 123

Section 215. Federally funded research and development centers.

The committee notes the continued progress of the Department of Def
(DOD) in overseeing the management of the Federally funded research

ense
and

development centers (FFRDC) by their sponsoring organizations within the

department and the military services. As a result of the of the DOD
commitment to the five-year plan established in 1995 for the manageme
such organizations, the committee has recommended a provision that w
impose a ceiling on the total staff years of technical effort that may be fur
for Defense FFRDC's in fiscal year 1998. This is intended to provide the
with a more appropriate and flexible management framework than woulg
ceiling on total annual funding for DOD work conducted in defense FFRL

The committee will continue to monitor this issue closely to ensure thg
DOD maintains appropriate management controls on the work performeg
the Defense FFRDC's. Such organizations should be limited to performir
work within their core competencies and should not compete with the pri
sector. The committee is prepared to consider reimposing annual fundin
ceilings should past management problems recur.
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FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 31

SEC. 204. REDUCTION IN AMOUNT FOR FEDERALLY FUNDED
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS.

The total of the amounts authorized to be appropriated in sectior
201 that are available for Federally Funded Research and Development
Centers (other than amounts for capital equipment investment) is hereby
reduced by $42,000,000.

Report Lanqguage

No report language on Section 204.

Legislative Provisionslot Adopted

Federally funded research and development centers

The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 215) that wq
prohibit the Department of Defense (DOD) from funding more than 6,206
staff years of technical effort for federally funded research and developm
centers (FFRDC's) out of the funds authorized to be appropriated for the
for fiscal year 1998.

The House bill contained no similar provision.

The Senate recedes.
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FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AN

D DEVELOPMENT CENTERS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language
Page 57-59

Sec. 8031. (a) None of the funds appropriated in this Act are availabl
establish a new Department of Defense (department) federally funded
research and development center (FFRDC), either as a new entity, or ag
separate entity administrated by an organization managing another FFR
or as a nonprofit membership corporation consisting of a consortium of g
FFRDCs and other non-profit entities.

(b) Limitation on Compensation.--No member of a Board of Directors,
Trustees, Overseers, Advisory Group, Special Issues Panel, Visiting
Committee, or any similar entity of a defense FFRDC, and no paid const
to any defense FFRDC, may be compensated for his or her services as
member of such entity, or as a paid consultant, except under the same
conditions, and to the same extent, as members of the Defense Science
Provided, That a member of any such entity referred to previously in thig
subsection shall be allowed travel expenses and per diem as authorized
the Federal Joint Travel Regulations, when engaged in the performance
membership duties.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, none of the funds avai
to the department from any source during fiscal year 1998 may be used
defense FFRDC, through a fee or other payment mechanism, for charita
contributions, for construction of new buildings, for payment of cost shar
for projects funded by government grants, or for absorption of contract
overruns.

Bill Language
Page 59-62

b to Sec. 8037. (a) None of the funds appropriated in this Act are availabl
establish a new Department of Defense (department) federally funded
4esearch and development center (FFRDC), either as a new entity, or as
peparate entity administrated by an organization managing another FFRD)
tig@s a nonprofit membership corporation consisting of a consortium of g
FFRDCs and other non-profit entities.

(b) Limitation on Compensation--Federally Funded Research and
[fagrelopment Center (FFRDC).--No member of a Board of Directors,
h Trustees, Overseers, Advisory Group, Special Issues Panel, Visiting

Committee, or any similar entity of a defense FFRDC, and no paid const
g ary defense FFRDC, may be compensated for his or her services as

member of such entity, or as a paid consultant, except under the same
uerrgitions, and to the same extent, as members of the Defense Science
oProvided, That a member of any such entity referred to previously in this
subsection shall be allowed travel expenses and per diem as authorized
|dbr Federal Joint Travel Regulations, when engaged in the performance
byngmbership duties.
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FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AN

D DEVELOPMENT CENTERS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language
Page 57-59

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of Defern
shall reduce the total amounts appropriated in titles Il, 1ll, and IV of this 4
by $55,000,000: Provided, That the total amounts appropriated in titles |
lll, and IV of this Act are hereby reduced by $55,000,000 to reflect savin
from the use of defense FFRDCs by the Department.

(e) Within 60 days after enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defen
shall submit to the congressional defense committees a report presentin
specific amounts of staff years of technical effort to be allocated by the
department for each defense FFRDC during fiscal year 1998: Provided,
after the submission of the report required by this subsection, the depart
may not reallocate more than five percent of an FFRDC's staff years am
other defense FFRDCs until 30 days after a detailed justification for any
reallocation is submitted to the congressional defense committees.

(f) The Secretary of Defense shall, with the submission of the departn
fiscal year 1999 budget request, submit a report presenting the specific
amounts of staff years of technical effort to be allocated for each defens
FFRDC during that fiscal year.

(g) The total amounts appropriated to or for the use of the department
title 11 of this Act are hereby further reduced by $86,300,000 to reflect
savings from the decreased use of non-FFRDC consulting services by th
department.

(h) No part of the reductions contained in subsections (d) and (g) of th
section may be applied against any budget activity, activity group, subac

Bill Language
Page 59-62

&) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, none of the funds availab
N¢he department from any source during fiscal year 1998 may be used by
, defense FFRDC, through a fee or other payment mechanism, for charita
gsontributions, for construction of new buildings, for payment of cost shar
for projects funded by government grants, or for absorption of contract
sEverruns.
g the
(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, of the funds available
Ttreet,department during fiscal year 1998, not more than 6,206 staff years
ntenhnical effort (staff years) may be funded for defense FFRDCs: Provid
pfidpat of the specific amount referred to previously in this subsection, not
stitdin 1,105 staff years may be funded for the defense studies and analys
FFRDC:s.
ent's
(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of Defe
e shall control the total number of staff years to be performed by defense
FFRDCs during fiscal year 1998 so as to reduce the total amounts
imppropriated in titles 11, Ill, and IV of this Act by $71,800,000: Provided,
That the total amounts appropriated in titles Il, 11, and 1V of this Act are
ehereby reduced by $71,800,000 to reflect savings from the use of defen
FFRDCs by the department.
is
tivity(f) Within 60 days after enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defen
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FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AN

D DEVELOPMENT CENTERS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language
Page 57-59

group, line item, program element, program, project, subproject or activit
which does not fund defense FFRDC activities or non-FFRDC consulting
services within each appropriation account.

(i) Not later than 90 days after enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Defense shall submit to the congressional defense committees a report
the specific funding reductions allocated to each category listed in subsg
(h) above pursuant to this section.

Bill Language
Page 59-62

yspecific amounts of staff years of technical effort to be allocated by the
department for each defense FFRDC during fiscal year 1998: Provided,

after the submission of the report required by this subsection, the depart

may not reallocate more than five per centum of an FFRDC's staff years
istimgpng other defense FFRDCs until 30 days after a detailed justification

That,
ment

for

ctioy such reallocation is submitted to the congressional defense committees.

(g) The Secretary of Defense shall, with the submission of the

department's fiscal year 1999 budget request, submit a report presenting
specific amounts of staff years of technical effort to be allocated for each

defense FFRDC during that fiscal year.

(h) The reductions specified in subsection (e) of this section shall be
applied only to funds budgeted to purchase defense FFRDC activities ar
shall be applied on a pro-rata basis to each program, project and activity
which included budget funds for defense FFRDC activities.

(i) Not later than 90 days after enactment of this Act, the Secretary g
Defense shall submit to the congressional defense committees a report
the specific funding reductions allocated to each category listed in
subsection (h) above pursuant to this section.
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FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AN

D DEVELOPMENT CENTERS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 161

The Committee notes that the fiscal year 1998 plan for Federally Fund
Research and Development Centers (FFRDCSs) is well above the level of
for the prior year. The planned increase of 231 staff technical years of ef

(STE) represents almost a seven percent increase in level of effort over the

limitation set by Congress in 1996. Also, given the prior year limitation of
$1,161,000,000 and the reduction of $52,000,000 taken against FFRDC
1997, the Committee fails to understand why the Department is reportin
increase in actual fiscal year 1997 spending.

Moreover, it appears the Department now plans to increase fiscal year 1998

FFRDC expenditures by $49,520,953 over 1997 levels. These trends an
increases are not consistent with prior Congressional direction nor the
recommendation of the Defense Science Board (DSB) in January 1997.
DSB report challenged the Department's use of FFRDCs and concluded
the current FFRDC system "does not provide the best available service g
most reasonable cost.” The DSB Task Force recommended that: (1) wor
by FFRDCs be "more carefully defined and limited" (2) that competition b
introduced and, (3) that management practices be changed at the begin
1998 to incorporate these changes. The Committee therefore recommen
funding level that is consistent with the DSB report and prior Congressio
direction on FFRDCs and recommends a reduction of $55,000,000 to bri
FFRDC spending back in line with the established Congressional fundin
limitation of $1,100,000,000.

Report Lanqguage
Page 148

ed Sec. 8037. Federally funded research and development centers.--Ref
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FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 214

The Department requested $20,474,000 for Lincoln Laboratory innov
research and development (IR&D). The Committee recommends $13,73
a reduction of $6,744,000. The Committee notes that the fiscal year 199

ative

8 plan

for Federally Funded Research and Development Centers (FFRDCs) is well

above the level of effort for the prior year. The planned increase of 200 s
technical years of effort (STE) for Lincoln Laboratory represents a 7 perc

increase in level of effort and a potential $41,000,000 increase in funding.

Furthermore, this increase is not consistent with prior Congressional
direction, the Department's FFRDC management plan, nor the

recommendation of the Defense Science Board (DSB) Report of January
1997. The DSB report challenged the Department's use of FFRDCs and

aff
ent

concluded that the current FFRDC system "does not provide the best available

service at the most reasonable cost.”" The DSB Task Force recommende
(1) work done by FFRDCs be "more carefully defined and limited" (2) tha
competition be introduced and, (3) that management practices be chang
the beginning of 1998 to incorporate these changes. The Committee the

[
ed at
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recommends a funding level that is consistent with the DSB report and grior

Congressional direction on FFRDCs.
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FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 253

Section 8031 has been amended to delete language which limits the
number of staff years of technical effort which may be funded for defense
FFRDCs and amends language directing the Secretary of Defense to red
the number of staff years to be performed by defense FFRDCs and redugq
funds for FFRDCs and consultants by $141,300,000 in fiscal year 1998.
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FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AN

D DEVELOPMENT CENTERS (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 26-27

Sec. 8035. (a) None of the funds appropriated in this Act are availabl
establish a new Department of Defense (department) federally funded
research and development center (FFRDC), either as a new entity, or ag
separate entity administrated by an organization managing another FFR
or as a nonprofit membership corporation consisting of a consortium of g
FFRDCs and other non-profit entities.

(b) Limitation on Compensation--Federally Funded Research and
Development Center (FFRDC).--No member of a Board of Directors,
Trustees, Overseers, Advisory Group, Special Issues Panel, Visiting
Committee, or any similar entity of a defense FFRDC, and no paid const
to any defense FFRDC, may be compensated for his or her services as
member of such entity, or as a paid consultant, except under the same
conditions, and to the same extent, as members of the Defense Science
Provided, That a member of any such entity referred to previously in thig
subsection shall be allowed travel expenses and per diem as authorized
the Federal Joint Travel Regulations, when engaged in the performance
membership duties.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, none of the funds
available to the department from any source during fiscal year 1998 may
used by a defense FFRDC, through a fee or other payment mechanism,
charitable contributions, for construction of new buildings, for payment o
cost sharing for projects funded by government grants, or for absorption
contract overruns.

Report Lanqguage
Page 142

e to The conferees included a general provision (Section 8035) governing
activities of defense federally funded research and development centers
dFFRDCs).

DC, The conferees included a general provision (Section 8043) which an

The conference agreement contains significant increases over the budgg
request to meet shortfalls in flying hour and spare parts funding, depot
maintenance, and other readiness requirements of both the Active and H
components. Section 8043 provides offsets for these critical readiness

a titles 11l and 1V of the conference agreement.
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FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 26-27

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, of the funds available to the

department during fiscal year 1998, not more than 6,206 staff years of

technical effort (staff years) may be funded for defense FFRDCs: Provided,

That of the specific amount referred to previously in this subsection, not
than 1,105 staff years may be funded for the defense studies and analyg
FFRDCs.

(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of Defe
shall control the total number of staff years to be performed by defense
FFRDCs during fiscal year 1998 so as to reduce the total amounts
appropriated in titles Il, 1ll, and 1V of this Act by $71,800,000: Provided,
That the total amounts appropriated in titles Il, 11, and 1V of this Act are
hereby reduced by $71,800,000 to reflect savings from the use of defen
FFRDCs by the department.

(f) Within 60 days after enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defen
shall submit to the congressional defense committees a report presentin
specific amounts of staff years of technical effort to be allocated by the
department for each defense FFRDC during fiscal year 1998: Provided,
after the submission of the report required by this subsection, the depart
may not reallocate more than five per centum of an FFRDC's staff years
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among other defense FFRDCs until 30 days after a detailed justification
any such reallocation is submitted to the congressional defense commit
(g) The Secretary of Defense shall, with the submission of the

for
es.

department's fiscal year 1999 budget request, submit a report presenting the

specific amounts of staff years of technical effort to be allocated for eac
defense FFRDC during that fiscal year.
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FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 26-27

(h) No part of the reductions contained in subsection (e) of this secti
may be applied against any budget activity, activity group, subactivity gr

line item, program element, program, project, subproject or activity whicl

does not fund defense FFRDC activities within each appropriation accou
and the reductions in subsection (e) shall be allocated on a proportional
basis.

(i) Not later than 90 days after enactment of this Act, the Secretary o
Defense shall submit to the congressional defense committees a report
the specific funding reductions allocated to each category listed in subsg
(h) above pursuant to this section.
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TRANSFER OF TACTICAL INTELLIGENCE AND RELATED ACTIVITIES (TIARA)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Bill Language
Page 268-269

SEC. 904. TRANSFER OF TIARA PROGRAMS.
(a) Transfer of Functions.--The Secretary of Defense shall transfer--

(1) the responsibilities of the Tactical Intelligence and Related
Activities (TIARA) aggregation for the conduct of programs referred to in

subsection (b) to officials of elements of the military departments not in the

intelligence community; and

(2) the funds available within the Tactical Intelligence and Related
Activities aggregation for such programs to accounts of the military

departments that are available for non-intelligence programs of the military

departments.
(b) Covered Programs.--Subsection (a) applies to the following progr

(1) Targeting or target acquisition programs, including the Joint
Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System, and the Advanced Deplo
System.

(2) Tactical Warning and Attack Assessment programs, including
Defense Support Program, the Space-Based Infrared Program, and earl
warning radars.
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TRANSFER OF TACTICAL INTELLIGENCE AND RELATED ACTIVITIES (TIARA)

(CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill

H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language

Report Lanqguage

No report language exists.

Page 268-269

(3) Tactical communications systems, including the Joint Tactical
Terminal.

(c) Intelligence Community Defined.--In this section, the term
"intelligence community" has the meaning given the term in section 3 of
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401a).

Report Lanqguage
Page 310

Section 904. Transfer of TIARA programs.

The committee is concerned that the Tactical Intelligence and Related
Activities (TIARA) aggregation includes several programs that are not
intelligence programs and would be better managed elsewhere in the mi
services. In particular, the committee believes that targeting and target
acquisition programs, tactical warning and attack assessment programs
tactical communication programs do not belong in the TIARA aggregatio

the

itary

and
n.

Therefore, the committee recommends a provision that would transfer syich

programs from the TIARA aggregation to other accounts of the military
services.
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TRANSFER OF TACTICAL INTELLIGENCE AND RELATED ACTIVITIES (TIARA)
(CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 243-244

SEC. 931. TRANSFER OF CERTAIN MILITARY DEPARTMENT
PROGRAMS FROM TIARA BUDGET AGGREGATION.

(a) Transfer.--Effective March 1, 1998, the Secretary of Defense sha
each program identified by the Secretary under subsection (c)(2), transfe
management and budgeting of funds for that program from the TIARA by
aggregation to a nonintelligence budget activity of the military departme
responsible for that program.

(b) Assessment.--The Secretary of Defense shall conduct an assess
the policy of the Department of Defense that is used for determining the
programs of the Department that are included within the TIARA budget
aggregation. In conducting the assessment, the Secretary—

(1) shall consider whether the current policy is in need of revision
reflect changes in technology and battlefield use of TIARA systems;

(2) shall specifically consider the appropriateness of the continued
inclusion in the TIARA budget aggregation of each of the programs desg
in subsection (e); and

(3) may consider the appropriateness of the continued inclusion i
TIARA budget aggregation of any other program (in addition to the progn
described to in subsection (e)) that as of the date of the enactment of th

Report Lanqguage
Page 787-788

Transfer of certain military department programs from TIARA budget
aggregation (sec. 931)

I, for The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 904) that w
rttaasfer specified programs from the Tactical Intelligence and Related
Idyetivities (TIARA) aggregation to other accounts of the military services.
nt The House bill contained no similar provision.

The House recedes with an amendment that would: (1) retain th
directed TIARA program transfers as specified in the original Senate

adequacy and currency of current criteria for judging which programs be
in the TIARA aggregation; and (3) provide the Secretary with discretion t
defer any directed transfer based on the outcome of his assessment.
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is managed and budgeted as part of the TIARA budget aggregation.

meravigion; (2) require an assessment by the Secretary of Defense as to the
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TRANSFER OF TACTICAL INTELLIGENCE AND RELATED ACTIVITIES (TIARA)

(CO

NT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 243-244

(c) Report.--Not later than March 1, 1998, the Secretary of Defense shal
submit to Congress a report on the assessment carried out under sectio
The Secretary shall include in the report--

(1) a description of any proposed changes to Department of Defel
policies for determining which programs are included in the TIARA budg
aggregation; and

(2) identification of each program (among the programs considere
pursuant to paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b)) for which the
management and budgeting of funds is to be transferred under subsectiq

(d) Identification of Programs.--(1) In specifying the programs to be
included on the list under subsection (c)(2), the Secretary--
(A) shall (except as otherwise provided pursuant to a waiver unde
paragraph (2)) include each program described in subsection (e); and
(B) may include such additional programs considered in the asses
pursuant to subsection (b)(3) as the Secretary determines appropriate.
(2) The Secretary, after considering the results of the assessment ur
subsection (c), may waive the applicability of paragraph (1)(A) to any
program described in subsection (e). The Secretary shall include in the n
under subsection (c) identification of each such program for which the
Secretary has granted such a waiver and supporting rationale for each

n (b).
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TRANSFER OF TACTICAL INTELLIGENCE AND RELATED ACTIVITIES (TIARA)
(CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 243-244

(e) Covered Programs.--The programs described in this subsection are t
following (each of which, as of the date of the enactment of this Act, is
managed and budgeted as part of the TIARA budget aggregation):

(1) Each targeting or target acquisition program of the Departmen
Defense, including the Joint Surveillance and Target Attack Radar Syste
(JSTARS) and the Advanced Deployable System.

(2) Each Tactical Warning and Attack Assessment program of the
Department of Defense, including the Defense Support Program, the Sp
Based Infrared Program, and early warning radars.

(3) Each tactical communications system of the Department of De
including the Joint Tactical Terminal.

() TIARA Budget Aggregation Defined.--For purposes of this section
term "TIARA budget aggregation” means the aggregation of programs o
Department of Defense for which funds are managed and budgeted thro|
common designation as Tactical Intelligence and Related Activities (TIA
of the Department of Defense.
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TRANSFER OF TACTICAL INTELLIGENCE AND RELATED ACTIVITIES (TIARA)

(CONT)
House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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TRANSFER OF TACTICAL INTELLIGENCE AND RELATED ACTIVITIES (TIARA)

(CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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CLEMENTINE 2 MICRO-SATELLITE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Bill Language
Page 45

SEC. 219. CLEMENTINE 2 MICRO-SATELLITE DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM.

(a) Funding.--Of the amount authorized to be appropriated under seq
201(3), $50,000,000 shall be available for the Clementine 2 micro-satelli
near-earth asteroid interception mission.

(b) Limitation.--Of the funds authorized to be appropriated pursuant to

this Act in program element 64480F for the Global Positioning System B
IIF satellite system, not more than $35,000,000 may be obligated until th
Secretary of Defense certifies to Congress that the Secretary has made
available for obligation the funds appropriated pursuant to subsection (a
the purpose specified in that subsection.
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CLEMENTINE 2 MICRO-SATELLITE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage

No report language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 127

Section 219. Clementine 2 Micro-Satellite development program.

The committee has supported the Clementine 2 micro-satellite near-eprth
asteroid interception mission. In fiscal year 1996, the U.S. Air Force Spafe

Command, in conjunction with the Air Force Phillips Laboratory, initiated
Clementine 2 micro-satellite program as a follow-on to the highly succes
Clementine 1 mission. The Clementine 2 program is intended to develop
and flight-validate a variety of miniaturized spacecraft technologies with
applications to a wide number of military and intelligence space program
using near-earth asteroids as sensor demonstration targets, the mission
also provide benefits to the civil science community. The budget request
not include any funds for this program. Therefore, the committee recomn
a provision that would increase funding for the Clementine 2 program by
$50.0 million (in PE 63401F) to continue this effort under the control of tH
Space Warfare Center, with execution by the Clementine team (Phillips
Laboratory, the Naval Research Laboratory, and the Lawrence Livermorg
National Laboratory). The provision would also prohibit the obligation of
more than $35.0 million of funds authorized in PE 64480F for the Global
Positioning System Block IF satellite system until the Secretary of Defeng
certifies to Congress that the Secretary has made available for obligatior
appropriated for fiscal year 1998 for the Clementine 2 Micro-Satellite
program.
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CLEMENTINE 2 MICRO-SATELLITE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage
Page 33

SEC. 215. MICRO-SATELLITE TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM.

(a) Establishment of Micro-Satellite Technology Development
Program.--The Secretary of Defense shall restructure the Clementine 2
micro-satellite development program into a micro-satellite technology
development program that supports a range of space mission areas.

(b) Report.--Not later than February 15, 1998, the Secretary of
Defense shall submit to the congressional defense committees a report
describing the structure and objectives of the micro-satellite technology
development program established under subsection (a) and how the pro
can benefit existing or future space systems or architectures.

Report Lanqguage
Page 670

Micro-satellite technology development program (sec. 215)

The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 219) that wguld
authorize $50.0 million in PE 63401F for the Clementine 2 program. The
provision would also prohibit the obligation of more than $35.0 million of
funds authorized in PE 64480F for the Global Positioning System Block I|F
satellite system until the Secretary of Defense certifies to Congress that the
Secretary has made available for obligation funds appropriated for fiscal year
1998 for the Clementine 2 Micro-Satellite program.

The House bill contained no similar provision.

The House recedes with an amendment that would require: (1) that
itz Clementine 2 program be restructured into a micro-satellite technology
development program that supports a range of space mission areas; andg (2)
the Secretary of Defense to provide a report on the restructured micro-sdtellite
program to the congressional defense committees.

The conferees note that the Air Force and U.S. Space Command have
supported micro-satellite development activities and that the Air Force has
established and provided a limited amount of funding for such a prograny in
the Future Years Defense Program. The conferees continue to support
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CLEMENTINE 2 MICRO-SATELLITE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 670

innovative technology demonstrations designed to test key technologies

space and urge the Secretary of Defense to ensure that the restructured
satellite technology program continues such efforts. The conferees note

the Air Force, in conjunction with the office of the Deputy Undersecretary
Defense for Space, has developed a range of options for such a program
conferees believe that funds appropriated for the Clementine 2 program
prior years should be used to support the restructured micro-satellite pro
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CLEMENTINE 2 MICRO-SATELLITE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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CLEMENTINE 2 MICRO-SATELLITE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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STANDARD Ml

SSILE (NAVY)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language

No bill language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 71

Standard Missile (SM)-2 Block IlIB medium range (MR) modification kits

The budget request contained $35.6 million for 80 SM-2 Block IIIB MR
modification kits.

The SM is the Navy's primary surface-to-air weapon against hostile ai
and anti-ship cruise missiles. The latest MR version to enter production,
2 Block IlIB, retains the full performance of earlier models and adds
improvements against electronic countermeasures. However, the curren
inventory is dominated by older versions that are less capable against m
anti-ship weapons and ineffective against some newer threat missiles.

Even though the Navy plans to supplement its new missile production
upgrading older missiles to the Block I1IB configuration, its projected Blod
I1IB inventories at the turn of the century will still fall significantly short of
the quantity required to meet deployment inventories. Accordingly, the
committee recommends an increase of $33.0 million to procure an additi
80 SM-2 Block 11IB MR modification kits. This action will allow the Navy t(
field more of the latest-version missiles and reduce the need to "cross de
the missiles between deploying and returning ships.

Bill Language

No bill language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 74

The budget request included $35.6 million for the modification of 80
Standard SM-2 Block Il missiles to the Block IlIB configuration. These
missiles are being modified to provide homing improvements for operatid
a hostile electromagnetic countermeasures environment. The current sh

cpafsus inventory objective exceeds 700 missiles. Production of modified
SMissiles began in fiscal year 1997 with an initial production lot of 40.
Acceleration of procurement would not only provide the fleet with the
eMbability to counter a threat that is already deployed, but would also pro
bdalings through a more efficient production rate. The committee consid
various options for accelerating procurement of Standard missile modific
bkits using improved operational capability, funding availability, and risk
kassociated with the slope of the production ramp as variables. The comn|
recommends an increase of $15.3 million for the modification of 40 addit
Standard SM-2 Block Il missiles to the Block IIIB configuration. This
Piilrease would result in a total procurement for fiscal year 1998 of 120 nf
modification kits and produce a resulting production increase between fig
Cléar 1997, the first year of limited rate initial production, and fiscal year 1

balance between production risk and increased operational capability.
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of 80 missiles. The committee believes that this increase represents a prjudent
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STANDARD MISSILE (NAVY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97) H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)
Statutory Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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STANDARD MISSILE (NAVY)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 111

The Navy requested $196,492,000 for Standard Missile. The Committe
recommends $181,092,000, a decrease of $15,400,000. The funds for the
Lower Tier program have been transferred to the Ballistic Missile Defense

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

a)

Navy

Organization, in the "Procurement, Defense-Wide" appropriation as proposed in

the House-passed Defense Authorization bill.
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STANDARD MISSILE (NAVY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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RIVET JOINT (AIR FORCE)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language

No bill language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 110

Theater Airborne Warning System (TAWS)

The budget request contained $67.1 million for defense airborne
reconnaissance program modifications, but did not contain funding for
TAWS, a medium-wave infrared (MWIR) sensor system capable of deteq
and calculating the launch points of tactical ballistic missiles. TAWS is
currently deployed on the Cobra Ball RC-135 reconnaissance aircraft.

In the statement of the managers accompanying the conference repo
H.R. 3230 (H. Rept. 104-724), the conferees urged the Air Force to proce
with a program to install TAWS on the Rivet Joint RC-135 aircraft, which
available in greater numbers than the Cobra Ball. Such a program woulg
provide an option for early deployment of TAWS in support of improve
theater ballistic missile defenses. However, the Department has opted in
to install this capability on the Airborne Laser (ABL).

The committee understands that the ABL is not scheduled to reach in
operational capability until 2003. The long intervening period during whig
TAWS would remain only on the very few Cobra Ball aircraft would not m
the near-term need for a theater ballistic missile analysis and warning
capability. Furthermore, the Air Force plans to acquire no more than sev|

Bill Language

No bill language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 104

Rivet Joint technology transfer

The committee believes that fusion of space and airborne infrared sen
data will significantly improve theater ballistic missile warning as well as
tingtive defense and attack operations. This need can be met by transferi
operationally proven Cobra Ball infrared sensor system fusion technology
the Rivet Joint fleet. To initiate this effort, the committee recommends a
tiocrease of $20.0 million in Air Force Procurement for Rivet Joint
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RIVET JOINT (AIR FORCE) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 110

ABL aircraft, a force structure too small to assure that TAWS would be
available when and where needed.

The committee believes this important mission is best satisfied by a
reconnaissance aircraft. Therefore, the committee recommends an incre
$20.0 million to migrate the MWIR TAWS technology from the Cobra Bal
RC-135 to the Rivet Joint RC-135 to enhance near-term deployment
flexibility.

ase of
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RIVET JOINT (AIR FORCE) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 539

Theater airborne warning system

The budget request included no funds for the Theater Airborne
Warning System (TAWS) program, which is designed to equip the existi
fleet of Rivet Joint aircraft with a medium-wave infrared sensor for ballisti
missile detection.

The House bill and Senate amendment would authorize an incre
of $20.0 million for the TAWS program.

The conferees agree to authorize an increase of $5.6 million for
demonstration phase of the TAWS program. If this phase of the progran
proves to be successful, the conferees would be supportive of moving int
procurement phase in order to equip the Rivet Joint fleet with this capab
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RIVET JOINT (AIR FORCE) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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RIVET JOINT (AIR FORCE) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY (PMRF) (NAVY)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY (PMRF) (NAVY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97) H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)
Statutory Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.

305




PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY (PMRF) (NAVY)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 25

Pacific Missile Range facility [PMRF].--The Committee recommends &
increase of $15,000,000 for operations and improvements in utility servig
the Pacific Missile Range facility. The Committee notes that severe budg
reductions in fiscal year 1997 caused a serious degradation in the ability
range to meet fleet training requirements and to satisfy the growing dem
on the range for testing and evaluation by the Navy and other DOD cust
Therefore, the Committee directs that no general reductions shall be allg
against PMRF without the approval of the Committees on Appropriations
the House and Senate. In addition, the allocation includes $3,000,000 fo
utility upgrades, including electricity, power lines, water, and wastewater
improvements and repairs.
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PACIFIC MISSILE RANGE FACILITY (PMRF) (NAVY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

(SEE BMDO FUNDING SECTION FOR PMRF UPGRADES UNDER

THE JOINT TMD PE)
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AEGIS (NAVY)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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AEGIS (NAVY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97) H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)
Statutory Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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AEGIS (NAVY) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 124

The Navy requested $26,813,000 for Aegis support equipment. The
Committee recommends $21,113,000, a reduction of $5,700,000 due to
reduced requirements because of ship deactivations.

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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AEGIS (NAVY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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DOD HIGH ENERGY LASER TEST FACILITY (HELSTF)(ARMY)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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DOD HIGH ENERGY LASER TEST FACILITY (HELSTF)(ARMY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97) H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)
Statutory Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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DOD HIGH ENERGY LASER TEST FACILITY (HELSTF)(ARMY) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 172

The Army requested $14,952,000 for the DoD High Energy Laser Teg
Facility (HELSTF). The Committee recommends $30,952,000, an increa
$16,000,000 of which $10,000,000 is only to conduct live fire tests of the
Tactical High Energy Laser System at HELSTF and $6,000,000 is only fq
solid state laser development program.

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
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DOD HIGH ENERGY LASER TEST FACILITY (HELSTF)(ARMY) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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AIRBORNE LASER (AIR FORCE)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 924; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 110

Theater Airborne Warning System (TAWS)

The budget request contained $67.1 million for defense airborne
reconnaissance program modifications, but did not contain funding for
TAWS, a medium-wave infrared (MWIR) sensor system capable of deteq
and calculating the launch points of tactical ballistic missiles. TAWS is
currently deployed on the Cobra Ball RC-135 reconnaissance aircraft.

In the statement of the managers accompanying the conference repo
H.R. 3230 (H. Rept. 104-724), the conferees urged the Air Force to procg
with a program to install TAWS on the Rivet Joint RC-135 aircraft, which
available in greater numbers than the Cobra Ball. Such a program woulg
provide an option for early deployment of TAWS in support of improve
theater ballistic missile defenses. However, the Department has opted in
to install this capability on the Airborne Laser (ABL).

The committee understands that the ABL is not scheduled to reach in
operational capability until 2003. The long intervening period during whig
TAWS would remain only on the very few Cobra Ball aircraft would not m
the near-term need for a theater ballistic missile analysis and warning
capability. Furthermore, the Air Force plans to acquire no more than sev|

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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AIRBORNE LASER (AIR FORCE) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 924; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 110

ABL aircraft, a force structure too small to assure that TAWS would be
available when and where needed.

The committee believes this important mission is best satisfied by a
reconnaissance aircraft. Therefore, the committee recommends an incre
$20.0 million to migrate the MWIR TAWS technology from the Cobra Bal
RC-135 to the Rivet Joint RC-135 to enhance near-term deployment flex

ase of

bility
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AIRBORNE LASER (AIR FORCE) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97) H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)
Statutory Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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AIRBORNE LASER (AIR FORCE) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No bill language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 199

Though the core mission of the Airborne Laser (ABL) is ballistic missi
defense, the program is being funded in the Air Force rather than the B3
Missile Defense Organization (BMDO). The Committee believes that ball
missile defense funding should be centrally managed to ensure all such
programs are properly integrated into a common architecture and to ens
resources are applied to programs based on overall ballistic missile defe
priorities. Accordingly, the Committee directs the Secretary of Defense td
submit a report to the congressional defense committees no later than

November 15, 1997 discussing whether the ABL program is or is hot mor

properly budgeted within BMDO.

Bill Language

No bill language exists.

Report Lanqguage
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No bill language exists.
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AIRBORNE LASER (AIR FORCE) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97) H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)
Statutory Language Report Language
Page 144

No language exists.
The conferees have rescinded a portion of the fiscal year 1997 funds

provided for the Airborne Sensors for Ballistic Missile Tracking project. The
conferees direct that the first priority for the remaining funds shall be to
accomplish any valid technology transfer to Airborne Laser (ABL) program.

House Senate Conference

Follow-on-TMD Airborne sensors for
ballistic missile tracking 0 -9,700.000 -4,000.000

320



SPACE BASED INFRARED ARCHITECTURE DEM/VAL (SBIRS) (AIR FORCE)

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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SPACE BASED INFRARED ARCHITECTURE DEM/VAL (SBIRS) (AIR FORCE) (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97) H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)
Statutory Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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SPACE BASED INFRARED ARCHITECTURE DEM/VAL (SBIRS) (AIR FORCE) (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 200-201

The Air Force requested $222,401,000 for the demonstration/validatig
phase of the space-based infrared system (SBIRS). The Committee
recommends

$217,401,000, a decrease of $5,000,000. The Committee recommends
reduction due to unwarranted cost growth in the areas of program
management and FFRDC support.

The Committee also shares the concern of the Defense Science Boar
Force on the Space and Missile Tracking System (SMTS) which found in
August 1996 report that the current lack of an overall system design plar
both SBIRS high and low segments has added "confusion, time and risk
program.” The Committee is also disturbed that the Air Force has retaing
present developer of the SBIRS high component as the overall system of
systems engineer for the entire program. As a potential competitor on th
SMTS, this arrangement places the SBIRS high component developer in
potential conflict of interest. The Committee, consistent with the
recommendations of the Defense Science Board, directs the Department
Air Force to appoint an independent third party systems engineer for the
entire SBIRS system. The Committee believes that by doing so, an objec

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
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No language exists.
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SPACE BASED INFRARED ARCHITECTURE DEM/VAL (SBIRS) AIR FORCE (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 200-201

will be in a position to assess the crucial technical trade-offs needed for &
robust SBIRS constellation and ensure deployment at the earliest possibje

date. The Committee further directs that none of the funds appropriated for
the SBIRS program may be used to fund the SBIRS high component devieloper
as the overall system engineer. The Committee also directs the Air Force to

report to the Committee on its efforts to establish the independent system
engineer no later than January 15, 1998.
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SPACE BASED INFRARED ARCHITECTURE DEM/VAL (SBIRS) AIR FORCE (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 128

SPACE BASED INFRARED SYSTEM (SBIRS)

The conferees are concerned that the Air Force has retained the present

developer of the SBIRS high component as the overall system of systems

engineer for the entire program. The conferees believe that the potential
for conflict of interest since the SBIRS high component developer will
compete for the SBIRS low component of the program.

While the Air Force has taken certain measures to attempt to ensure
fairness of the SBIRS low competition, the conferees believe that it would
appropriate for the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and
Technology to review any Air Force implementation plan formulated to a

exists

the
be

oid

conflicts of interest in the SBIRS low component competition. The conferges

therefore, direct the USD (A&T) to certify to the congressional defense
committees that the Air Force's "SBIRS Organizational Conflict of Interes
Mitigation Plan for the SBIR Low Component Program” adequately
safeguards the objectivity of the competition for the SBIR Low program. |
is determined that the Air Force's risk mitigation plan does not ensure a
competition, the congressional defense committees shall be notified and
provided such recommendations as the USD (A&T) determines are nece
to ensure a fair competition, protect proprietary data, and mitigate poten
SBIR high component program developer bias. The certification shall be
provided no later than March 31, 1998.
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SPACE BASED INFRARED ARCHITECTURE DEM/VAL (SBIRS) AIR FORCE (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97) H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 128

The conferees further direct that the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for
Space, DUSD (Space), review any final allocation of requirements between
the SBIRS high and low component to determine whether such allocations are
justified on the basis of cost and performance. The conferees direct that the
results of this review be provided to the congressional defense committe¢s.
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LIVE FIRE TESTING

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97) S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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LIVE FIRE TESTING (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97) H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)
Statutory Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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LIVE FIRE TESTING (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97) S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)
Bill Language Bill Language
No language exists. No language exists.
Report Language Report Language
Page 232

No language exists.

The Department requested $10,197,000 for Live Fire Testing. The
Committee recommends $19,497,000, an increase of $9,300,000 only fo
simulation and modeling.

=
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LIVE FIRE TESTING (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS ACT

House FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
H.R 1119; H. Rept. 105-132 (6/16/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Authorization Bill
S. 936; S. Rept. 105-29 (6/17/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS ACT (CONT)

FY98 DOD Authorization Conference FY98 DOD Authorization Conference
H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97) H.R. 1119; H. Rept. 105-340 (10/23/97)
Statutory Language Report Language
No language exists. No language exists.
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GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS ACT (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage
Page 23-24

Government Performance and Results Act

The Committee considers the full and effective implementation of the
Government Performance and Results Act, P.L. 103-62, to be a priority f
agencies of government.

Starting with fiscal year 1999, the Results Act requires each agency tg

Bill Language

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.

or all

"prepare an annual performance plan covering each program activity sef forth

in the budget of such agency". Specifically, for each program activity the
agency is required to "establish performance goals to define the level of
performance to be achieved by a program activity" and "performance
indicators to be used in assessing the relevant outputs, service levels, ar
outcomes of each program activity".

The Committee takes this requirement of the Results Act very seriousl|
plans to carefully examine agency performance goals and measures dur
appropriations process. As a result, starting with the fiscal year 1999
appropriations cycle, the Committee will consider agencies progress in
articulating clear, definitive, and results-oriented (outcome) goals and
measures as it reviews requests for appropriations.
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GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS ACT (CONT)

House FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
H.R. 2266; H. Rept. 105-206 (7/25/97)

Senate FY98 DOD Appropriations Bill
S. 1005; S. Rept. 105-45 (7/10/97)

Report Lanqguage
Page 23-24

The Committee suggests agencies examine their program activities i
of their strategic goals to determine whether any changes or realignmen
would facilitate a more accurate and informed presentation of budgetary
information. Agencies are encouraged to consult with the Committee as
consider such revisions prior to finalizing any requests pursuant to 31 U,
1104. The Committee will consider any requests with a view toward ensu
that fiscal year 1999 and subsequent budget submissions display amoun
requested against program activity structures for which annual performal
goals and measures have been established.
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GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS ACT (CONT)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

FY98 DOD Appropriations Conference
H.R 2266; H. Rept. 105-265 (9/23/97)

Statutory Lanquage

No language exists.

Report Lanqguage

No language exists.
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